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LONDON, FEBRUARY 12, 1887. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


| Wrrs nererence to the statement made by the President of the 

| Incorporated Law Society, and contained in our report of the 
| meting of the Law Society held on the 28th ult., it should be 

» mentioned that the new regulations as to the examina- 
» tion, if not dissented from by the judges, will come into force on 
| the 3ist of December, 1887, and apply for the first time to the 
' examination in February, 1888. 





| ‘Te Covwnecr of the Incorporated Law Society have issued a 
| new edition of their Digest of Decisions and Opinions on the 
©» Remuneration Order, consolidating their original and supplemental 
' digests and containing the cases and opinions since the date of the 
An improvement in arrangement has been adopted by 
| removing the notes (which have now become, in many cases, of 
| very great length) from the sections of the Act and clauses of the 
_ Order and arranging them under divisions referring to the leading 
| provisions of the Order. The book, as it now stands, seems to us 
| a model of its kind and indispensable to solicitors; and its com- 
| pilers deserve the highest credit for the care, clearness, and accu- 
racy with which the decisions and opinions are stated. Nor would 
| it be just to omit to draw attention to the valuable service which 
' the council have rendered to the profession in giving the extremely 
_ numerous opinions embodied in this book and in helping to obtain 
' the decision of the courts on important points connected with the 
| Order. We have sometimes heard a growl about the opinions 
| being of a “‘cutting-down” type, but it should be remembered 
_ that the council do not undertake to say what the remuneration 
© ought to be, but only what, on the construction of the Order, they 
' think it would be held to be. Our own view is that the opinions, 
| as a whole, are characterized by a good deal more care and con- 


| sideration and knowledge of the Order than many of the judicial 
| decisions. 





THE LIGHT-HEARTED manner in which members of Parliament 
| propose to create charges on land which are practically undiscover- 
| uble, or only discoverable at much expense, by a purchaser, is 
| somewhat surprising. It is stated that Mr. Fuxron, M.P., has 
" intreduced a Bill “‘to limit the powers of the water ies to 
_ cut off the tenant’s water supply where the rate is paid by the 

It propores that where the owner, and not the occu- 


| the payment of the water rate in respect of a dwelling-house or 


a part of one occupied as a separate tenement, the water company i 


» must not cut off the supply for non-payment of the rate. The rate, 


| with interest thereon at 5 per cent. per annum, és to bea char, 


' on the house in priority to all other charges. The italics are on 
_ own. Let us hope that some lawyer in the House will call atten- 
| tion to what is proposed to be done. We feel certain that if he 
_ does so he will receive a large amount of support, and will succecd 
in modifying the Bill. 
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wer to act as executor, administrator, trustee, and receiver. 
idea of conferring on public companies power to act as trustees 
not anew one. As is well known, companies with such powers 
exist in some of the colonies, and attempts have been previously 
made to introduce them here. Thus in 1854 there were two Bills 
of a similar character before the House of Lords—the South Sea 
Company’s Bill and the Executors and Trustees’ Bill. They were 
referged to a select committee which, after hearing the Incor- 
Law Society in opposition, reported against them, and the 

py gememl dropped. The promoters of the National Safe 
Deposit Bill propose to act as executors and trustees on the same 
terms as to remuneration as private individuals—that is, we pre- 
sume, it is intended to have a remuneration clause inserted in the 
wills or other instruments creating the trusts to be administered by 
the company ; it appears to us that the terms on which the com- 
and propose to transact trust business should be shewn in the 
ill. The other Bill proceeds on different lines, inasmuch as it 
proposes to confer on the promotezs power to charge five per cent. 
on all moneys passing through their hands as executors, trustees, 
&. It may be suggested that these trustee companies, or their 
directors, will be subject to a conflict of duties. On the one hand, 


F3 


& 





it will be their duty to their shareholders to make their profits as 
large as possible, while on the other it will be their duty to their 
costuis que trust to keep down the expenses in connection with the | 
administration of estates. And it may be added that these expenses | 
are likely, in the case of company trustees, to be considerably in- 
creased, as, unlike private individuals, the company will know 
nothing about the estate or the beneficiaries; will risk nothing; 
and will require evidence upon every point to be given in the 
seme way as in administration by the court. Without, 
however, discussing at length the advisability of enabling 
the creation of trustee companies, we think that the question is one 
of too much importance to be dealt with by private Bill. If the 
proposed change is advisable it should be effected by means of a 
general public Act, passed after full consideration of its probable 
effect. We observe that both the Bills above referred to contain a 
clause, the meaning of, and necessity for, which is not very 
apparent. It is as follows :— 
“ Where, by any will, codicil, or other testamentary writing, a testator 
Girect that any practising solicitor shall conduct the legal business 
of his estate, such solicitor shall be entitled to act therein accordingly ; 
but in such case the company shall not be liable for the negligence, mis- 
feasance, nonfeasance, or misconduct of such solicitor, and such solicitor 
may be renioved by order of a judge of the Supreme Court upon the 
epplication of the company or of any person interested in the said estate 
Cause shewn, and in any such case the judge may appoint the 
of the company, or some other solicitor if he thinks fit, to con- 
duct the business of the estate.” 
The aglicitor, whether appointed by the testator or not, could, of 
course, only act on the instructions of the executor, and could be 
“removed” for misconduct without any provision such as that 
sbove quoted, for under a direction in a will that a particular person 
should be the solicitor to the testator’s estate and to his trustees in 
carrying out the provisions of the will, there is no duty imposed on 
the trustees of the will to continue the solicitor as their solicitor 
(Foster ¥. Eisley, 30 W. R. 596, 19 Ch. D. 518). 





Gaxat RELIGIovs Movements, animated as they usually are by the 
spirit of one man, naturally tend to fall under his absolute control. 
As it happened with Westry a hundred years ago, so now it has 
happened with General Boorn. But, however willingly the disciples 
may submit to their self-imposed subjection, the outside world is 
less satisfied and is especially disposed to cavil when absolute power 
means the unfettered control of large sums of money. It is, 
nevertheless, a little difficult to see why it should have been con- 
sidered necessary in the case of Lea v. Cooke that the accounts of 
the Salvation Army should be brought before Mr. Justice Norrn. 
The matter arose out of a bequest that had been made to General 
Boor “for the spread of the Gospel.” It was not disputed that 
this was a good charitable bequest, but it was doubted whether the 
legatee should be left to his discretion as to carrying it out, and 
the court was asked to interfere in order to aoe a scheme. It is 
fortunate, perhaps, that this contention failed. The Salvation 

, Mevived methods of its own ‘‘for the spread of the 
e curious questions might have arisen if these had 





been embodied in a scheme and presented to the court for its 





spread of the Gospel,” and the testator knew perfectly well what 
he was about in selecting General Boors as the person to apply the 
bequest. In the similar case of Walsh v. Gladstone (1 Ph. 290) 
there was a bequest to a legatee for the use of a Catholic College. 
The legatee died in the testator’s lifetime, and the president of 
the college petitioned for payment to himself. This the Lord 
Chancellor directed, but not before he had satisfied himself as to 
the respectability of the president and the permanence of the 
institution. In the present case, however, General Boora was 
himself the person selected by the testator, and it might have 
been sufficient to carry out his instructions simply. in going 
further than this, however, Mr. Justice Nour has doné the Army 
the service of testifying to the regularity and integrity with 
which its affairs are managed. 





Ir HAs BEEN DECIDED by the Court of Appeal ia Lyell v. Kennedy 
that old Scotch parish registers are not admissible in evidence. 
This was apon the ground that, in order to make any register ad- 
missible, it must have been kept by some person in pursuance of a 


| duty imposed upon him by the law. That isthe modern rule. It 


is curious how diverse its effects are when it comes to be applied to 
ancient documents kept in the manner that was thought proper at the 
time. In England and Scotland the record of births, marriages, and 
deaths was equally a matter which fell within the province of the 
church, and to it our forefathers were content to leave it. But in 
England the registers were kept in pursuance of the canon law, 
which was recognized by the common law as binding on the clergy. 
There was, therefore, a legal duty imposed upon them. In 
Scotland, apparently, the Kirk Session, or body of Elders, ap- 
pointed a clerk for the purpose, but this was simply in accordance 
with the prevailing practice, and not under any law, or, at least, 
not under any law of the State. There was, therefore, according 
to our modern strict notions, no legal duty imposed on any person 
to keep the register. Inthe one case, then, the register is evidence, 
in the other, not. This is perhaps as good an instance as could be 
met with of the effect of applying modern notions to old circum- 
stances. In each case the regicters were kept practically in the 
same way, and to the ordinary mind might appear equally worthy 
of credence. The church assumed responsibility in the matter, 
and there our fathers left it. But with us duty, to be recognized 
at law, must be legal duty, properly imposed by the State. The 
English registers are saved by the accident of the canon law being 
recognized by the common law. In Scotland they meet with no 
such good fortune ; the modern rule of evidence excludes them at 
once, and one chief source for tracing pedigrees is gone. 





Tux Law prevailing in Germany which forbids the administration 
of extra judicial oaths, and which led a learned member of the 
English bar into trouble some time ago in that country, gives rise 
to inconveniences besides those relating to the examination of 
witnesses. In Re Schmidt's Trade-Mark (ante, p. 234) a 
power of attorney for payment of money out of court was 
required, and the grantor of the power, being a German 
and resident in Germany, could not, without considerable 
expense, travel into a country where an oath could be legally 
administered to the attesting witness. Under these cir- 
cumstances, Mr. Justice Srretine allowed the signature to the 
power to be verified in this country by a person knowing the 
handwriting of the grantor. In this case the sum was not large, 
but it cannot be expected that in every case judges will be so 
lenient. It may be useful to suggest that, whenever it is possible, 
in similar cases, the signature should be attested by a witness who 
is coming to England—e.g., the captain of a steamer—who can, 
on his arrival here, make the necessary affidavit in verification. 





Ir 1s mucu to be regretted that the Lords Justices, in exercising 
their jurisdiction in enw do not adopt, in the exercise of their 
discretion, such of the Rules of the Supreme Court as are applic- 
able to that jurisdiction. In the case of Re Hume (ante, p. 232), 
in which it was desired to use on the hearing of a petition an 
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sanction. But really this was quite unnecessary. Mr. Justice. 
Norra had no difficulty in holding that the Army exists ‘‘ for the ~ 
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affidavit which had been filed in another 
lunacy matter, but relating to a different 


obviously have permitted the evidence to be used, as asked, in| i 


accordance with the provisions of ord. 37, r. 3, had they been 
so disposed, but in deciding that the proper course was to make 
a short affidavit on the second petition verifying the affidavit 
filed on the first, it must, with the utmost respect for the learned 
members of the court, be admitted they have gone out of their 
way to impose an unnecessary condition which the rule above- 
mentioned was intended to avoid in the ordinary business of the 
Supreme Court. 


AN AMUSING INstANcE was mentioned in Mr. Justice Currrr’s 
court on Saturday last, shewing how easily the most prominent 
features of an Act may be forgotten by those who introduced it 
inte Parliament. It appeared, from what was stated by counsel in 
court, that the late Vice-Chancellor Mariys, who, when member 
for Wallingford, had introduced and carried the Infants’ Settlement 
Act, 1850, through Parliament, had a petition under that Act 
before himself in court. As will be remembered, the age at which 
a young lady can, under the Act, exeoute a binding settlement of 
her property is fixed at seventeen. The Vice-Chancellor, hearing 
that the young lady in the case in question was only seventeen, 
said that the age named in the Act was eighteen, pe 4 persisting 
in this opinion, would have dismissed the petition on that ground 
had not his attention been called to the actual words of the Act 
by the counsel engaged in the case. This case is the more re- 
markable as the memory of the Vice-Chancellor was usually 
perseaeeny accurate in matters having a personal relation to 
himself. 








Iy tHe case of Re Herbert (ante, p. 235) a question of some 
importance to solicitors was raised in argument, though no decision 
was given upon it. The point decided was that, under the common 


order to tax a solicitor’s bill of costs, it is open to the client to 
dispute the retainer as to some of the ma comprised in the 
bill, though he cannot deny the retainer al . It was 


argued that the ordinary rule, that the solicitor must py, the costs 
of the taxation when more than one-sixth of the bill is disallowed 
by the taxing master, does not apply when the reduction is made 
on the ground of want of retainer, and not on the ground of 
overcharge. The cases of White v. Milner (2 H. Blackstone, 357) 
and Mills vy. Revett (1 A. & E. 856) were cited in support of this 
proposition. Those cases were decided under the Act 2 Geo. 2, c. 
23, s. 23, and no authority since the ing of the Solicitors Act 
of 1843 was adduced. Mr. Justice Rinne declined to give any 
opinion on the point, because it had not been raised before the tax- 
ing master, but it appears to be a point well worthy of consideration. 








THE INFANTS’ SETTLEMENT ACT. 


Oxe indirect effect of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, 
has probably been to increase the number of applications under the 
Infants’ Settlement Act, or, at any rate, to increase the number 
of occasions on which the latter Act would afford the only means 
of making an effectual marriage settlement. The way in which 


larly where the have seer a liberal 
interpretation to its provisions. pag He = all ips, an 

‘ent, just decided by Mr. Justice Chitty, else- 
where, has (if we mey say so) cartied the decision of the Court 
of Appeal in Re Sampson and Wall (32 W. R. 617, 25 Ch. D. 482) 
to its only logical conclusion. 

The ts decided by these cases may be shortly stated thus 
By the Infante’ Settlement Act (which is a short Act of only four 
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more recent case ¢ Phillips, Mr. Justice Chi 
that the mere fact the infant was under the age of seventeen 
or twenty (as the case might be) at the time of marriage will not 
prevent the court from a settlement after 
the attainment of that age, if, upon citeumstances, the settle- 
ment could still be deemed to be made “ the oceasion of the 
marriage,” to which terms Mr. Justice Chitty stated he was tiot 
disposed to put too narrow a limit. ; 

Assuming, as we must do for the purposes of the decision in Re 
Phillips, that the case of Re Sampson and Wall was 
decided, and that the Infants’ Settlement Act authorizes 4 
nuptial settlement on the occasion of marriage, it is to 
ace how Mr. Suction GUY Ch Sey Sele ae 
did; for, assuming an enabling power to @ post-n 
-settlement, we hate at one mapped the mate of alae the 
poser pedi eer nA te iBone 
enabling power i under age—and there 
aie por en ans. Temioe Golty gauale ont) 0p Otis 
who was wan pod? te ualing COMME alia 
have as much power a as an 
infant who was married the day after. _ 

The consideration of the facts connected with these cases 


naturally suggest points for 
to be made. One important 
question that, where the wife is 
settlement is a beneficial thing, and 
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this has come about is not difficult to see. Before the passing of | forms of 


the Married Women’s Property Act it was often practicable to 
settle the property of the intended wife (when an infant 
means of the husband’s covenant to settle all property 
by him in right of his wife; and as the number of cases in 
the intended wife is an infant must probably far exceed 
which the husband is an infant, such an expedient 
practical service, especially so in the case of 
who may have married without the sanction of 
which ease the husband’s covenant could (if n ) 
obtained on pain of attachment. Since the passing of the 
Women’s Property Act the method of effecting a settlement of the 
infant wifc’s property by means of the husband’s covenant is no 
longer possible, and recourse must now, in all cases, be had to the 
provisions of the Infants’ Settlement Act if an effeetual settlement 
of the infant’s property is fo be made. 

Sach being the case, a decision upon the extent of the powers 
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COVENANTS RUNNING WITH THE LAND. 
(II.) COVENANTS IN GENERAL. 


So far we have treated of covenants contained in leases. The 
subject becomes more difficult when we turn to covenants between 
the owner of land and some person other than a lessee. Such 
person may himself have an interest in the land, as where he is 
entitled to a rent-charge the payment of which is secured by 
covenant; or he may have formerly had an interest in the land, as 
where he was the vendor and has covenanted for title; or he may 
be the owner of adjacent land, the two plots either lying under 
common restrictions, or the one enjoying some advantage by 
covenant over the other; or he may be a completestranger. This, 
of course, is merely a list of cases that must be considered, not by 
any means of cases in which the covenants really run with the 
land. We have already said that such covenants as these usually 
depend upon the doctrine of notice; but it would not be safe to 
discard the possibility that they may sometimes run with the land 
at law. This was, at any rate, important enough to be made the 
subject of full discussion in Awsterberry v. The Corporation of 
Oldham (1885, 33 W. R. 807, 29 Ch. D. 750), and we shall try 
to define the present position of the question. 

We have already pointed out that privity of estate may be 

uired in the first place between the two covenanting parties 
and then between the successive assigns from either of them. As 
to the former point there is much doubt. We have referred to the 
case where the covenanting parties have each an interest in the 
land, where, for instance, one is owner and the other hasa rent- 
charge. This, of course, is very similar to the case of a lease, and 
just as it was necessary for the lease to have come out of the 
estate of the lessor, this constituting privity of estate, so it 
is reasonable to suppose that the rent must have come out of 
the estate of the owner. Accordingly it has been so held. The 
point arose in Milnes v. Branch (1816,5 M. & 8. 411). Here 
A. conveyed land to trustees to the use that he himself should 
receive a rent, and, subject thereto, to B. in fee. B. covenanted to 
pay the rent, A. demised to C. for 1,000 years, and C. sued B. for 
a breach of the covenant. A good deal was said in the case as to 
covenants not running with rent-charges, but Bayley, J., based his 
judgment on the ground that, as B. was not the grantor of the 
rent-charge, there was no privity of estate between A. and B., and 
so the covenant was in gross. The same point was decided by 
Parke, B., in Randall v. Rigby (1838, 4 M. & W. 130). 

But when we consider covenants between an owner of land and 
other persons having no present interest in it, the case is more 
doubtful. Is such privity required as exists between a vendor and 
purchaser, or can a covenant, to run with the land, be made with 
@ mere stranger? The Real Property Commissioners raise the 
doubt, but state on the authority of Lord Coke (Co. Litt. 384 (5) ) 
that there is no distinction. Lord Coke refers to the well-known 
case of the prior who covenanted on behalf of his convent to per- 
form divine service in the chapel of a manor. The question was 
whether the benefit of this covenant ran with the manor, and it was 
held that it did. But Lord St. Leonards strongly disputes this 
(Vendors and Purchasers, p. 586, 14th edition), and shews that 
the person who sued on the covenant really sued as being a privy 
in blood. He would indeed insist on privity of estate in all its 
strictness, but he is staggered when he contemplates the actual 
consequences of this, especially in regard to covenants entered into 
by.a vendor. The vendor is frequently a mortgagor or a mere 
cestus que trust, and his covenants would, therefore, be covenants 
in gross. Hence he advises that the vendor should always get in 
the legal estate before conveying. As to certain covenants—viz., 
those implied under the Conveyancing Act—we shall see here- 
after that the necessity for privity of estate has been expressly 
abolished. But it is doubtful whether, in the sense now in 

uestion, it is ever really necessary, and the opinion of the Real 

ro Commissioners is adopted in Smith’s Leading Cases (Notes 
to cor’s case, I., p. 80). It will be safe then to assume that, 
except in the case of rent-charges above discussed, privity of estate 
between the original covenanting parties is not necessary; but 
while one is the owner of the land, it is indifferent whether the 
other is in any way connected with it or no. It may be observed 
that this solution lets in the possibility of covenants between the 
owners of two adjacent plots, which have never been held under 








the same title, running with each of them ; according to the opposite E 


opinion they must necessarily be in gross. 
But when we come to the other point and inquire as to privity 


of estate between the successive owners of the land, we find our- "9 


selves in the thorny paths of conveyancing, and the Statute of Uses 
shews itself in unexpected and startling effects, We have already 
pointed out that: covenants do not really run with the land at all, 
but only with particular estates in the land. When these estates 
are gone the covenants are gone too. But under the old form of 
conveyance to uses to bar dower, it was no uncommon thing for the 
owner, upon a transfer of the land, to destroy his own estate and 
create another in its place. Hence great care had to be taken to 
select the right person to join in the covenant. An example will 
make this clear. A. conveys land to B. to such uses as ©. shall 
appoint, and, subject thereto, to the use of C. in fee. Suppose A. 
covenants for title with C. Now, ifC. conveys his estate, the cove- 
nants which are annexed to it go with it to the assign; but if he 
exercises his power and appoints to D., here his estate is gone; D. 
takes a new one which springs up in its place and to which the 
covenants are not attached. But suppose A. covenants for 
title with B.; then it appears that when the Statute 
of Uses carries the legal estate to C., it carries with 
it the covenant also, and so when in any manner the use becomes 
vested from time to time in other ns. As the seisin of 
B. successively serves all the uses, so the covenants with B. are 
transferred to all the uses. Hence, whether C. appoints to D. 
under his power or conveys his estate to him, in each case D. takes 
a use to which they are annexed. Hence there need be no diffi- 
culty if the covenants are entered into with or 7 the right person. 
We have said above that, when they are made with C., andhe assigns 
his use, they go with it. The Real Property Commissioners were of 
a different opinion, and held that such a covenant was in gross; 
hence they proposed to obviate the difficulty by enacting that the 
covenants should run with the land in the hands of successive 
owners, notwithstanding want of privity of estate. But this 
view is contested by Lord St. pards, who advocates the 
doctrine set forth above. The matter received an interesting 
illustration in the case of Roach v. Wadham (1805, 6 East, 289). 
There the conveyances were in brief as follows: A. conveyed to B. 
to such uses as C. should appoint, and, subject thereto, to C. 
in fee, yielding a rent to A.; C. covenanted for the rent with A. 
Then B., by direction of C., conveyed to D. in fee, subject to the 
rent, and D. covenanted for rent with C. Here the first covenant 
was entered into with C., and, by what we have said above, this 
would run with a conveyance of his interest, but not with a new 
use under the power of appointment. Hence the only question 
was whether D. took by direct conveyance or under the power. 
In the event it was held that he took under the power, and the 
burden of the covenant did not run. This case not only illus- 
trates the above principle, but also shews that the burden of such a 
covenant could run with the land. To this matter we shall recur. 
Lord St. Leonard advises that, when a vendor intends the burden 
of a covenant to run with the land, in order to avoid its being 
turned into one in gross as above, the purchaser should be com- 
pelled to take an ordinary direct conveyance. Of course, the 
importance of the matter has greatly decreased now that the old 
uses to bar dower are obsolete. Nevertheless, as long as the Statute 
of Uses exists to afford scope for the ingenuity of conveyancers, 
the question may at any time arise. It is to be noticed that no 
change is made in this respect by the Conveyancing Act. Indeed, 
the rule seems to be there re-enacted; as we shall hereafter see 
the covenants to which it relates run, not with the land for the 
benefit of successive owners, but with the particular estate or 
interest of the original covenantee. But as such covenantee is, under 
the Act, the grantee to uses, the implied covenants go with the uses 
in the manner just described. 

Moreover, that a covenant may in any case be capable of running 
with the land, it must concern or relate to the land. This matter 
was dealt with at length by Cotton, L.J., in his judgment in 
Austerberry v. Corporation of Oldham (1885, ubs supra). 

But, granting that these preliminaries are satisfied, we have 
still to inquire whether the benefit or the burden of a covenant 
ever does run with the land at law. As to the burden, there is 
in most cases grave doubt, but the state of the law can only be 
made clear by distinguishing the different kinds of covenants 
which are met with. They refer either (1) to a grant of some 
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interest in the land; (2) to some special use of the land; or (3) 
to title and to title deeds. These must be treated in order :— 
_ (1) Where the covenant refere to a grant of an interest in the 
land.—Most of the cases arising under this head are cases of rent- 
charges which the owner of the land grants, and which he 
covenants to pay. Here we have to consider whether the benefit 
rons with the rent and the burden with the land. The former 
point introduces a new consideration entirely—viz., whether a 
covenant can run with the rent. This is a matter which is by no 
means clear. Brewster v. Kidgill (1698, 12 M. R. 166) seems to 
be an authority that it can; but in Milnes v. Branch (supra) 
Ellenborough, O.J., was of the contrary opinion. Lord St. 
Leonards, however, shews with much force that a rent, considered 
as a hereditament, is really no more incorporeal than an estate in 
the land, and that a covenant should be equally of running 
with it (Vendors and Purchasers, p. 591n (II.) ). This has, indeed, 
been allowed in regard to tithes (Bally v. Wells, 1769, 3 Wils. 25), 
and the same considerations apparently ought to apply to rents. 

But there seems no reasou to doubt that the b of such a 
covenant would run with the land, and this was ically the 
effect of Morland v. Oook (1868, 6 Eq. 252). Here, upon a 
division of lands below the sea level, arrangements were made to 
maintain a sea wall, and the various owners covenanted with each 
other that the charges of maintenance should be raised by an acre- 
scot. Romilly, M.R., considered that probably the burden of this 
covenant ran with the land, but he decided the case on the ground 
that the subsequent assignees came in with notice. However, in 
Austerberry v. Corporation of Oldham (supra, in judgment of 
Cotton, L.J., at p. 774) this last reason was not allowed, the covenant 
being a positive one, ard so not enforceable in equity on the ground 
of notice. But the court preferred to base the judgment on the 
fact that a rent-charge was, in fact, created, and a covenant to 
pay that would run with the land. 

Somewhat similar is the old case of Holmes v. Buckley (1691, 
1 Eq. Ca. Ab. 27), where a watercourse was granted to B. by A., 
the owner of land, and A. covenanted to repair it. A. and B. 
both assigned their interests, and the assignee of the watercourse 
brought an action against the assignee of the land for breach of the 
covenant. He succeeded on the ground that the burden of this 
covenant ran with the land. This decision has been a stumbling- 
block since, but it may, perhaps, be supported on the ground that 
the covenant was made as part of the grant of an interest in the 
land 


In our next article we shall deal with covenants relating to the 
use of land, and here we shall find that great efforts have been 
made to shew that the burden of these can in no case run with the 
land at law. 








REVIEWS. 
BANKRUPTCY. 


THE LAw AND PRACTICE OF BANKRUPTOY, COMPRISING THE 
STATUTES, GENERAL RULES AND FORMS, AND THE BILLS OF 
Satz Acts. Tuirp Epirion. By Lawrorp Yate Lze and 
Henry Wace, Barristers-at-Law. W. Maxwell & Son. 

The last edition of this book was published in 1884, and has been 
exhausted in less than three years; ideri the size of 
the book, this is a rapid sale, and shews that the book has been found 
useful, This edition contains (1) a short historical statement of the 


law of bankruptcy prior to 1884: (2) the Bankru Act, 1883, with 
very full notes to each section ; (3) the General Rules the Act, 
with full notes; (4) General Rules as to Administration Orders under 


section 122; (5) the Lord Chancellor’s Orders under sections 94, 
103; (6) Judges’ Orders as to bankruptcy business in the Hi 
Court; (7) orders as to fees and stamps ; (8) Board of Trade Orders ; 
and (9) the Bills of Sale Acts, with copious notes. 

The cases appear to have been carefully collected till the latest 
possible moment; the authors have even noticed the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in Re Morritt. The discussion of what. property is 
divisible amongst the bankrupt’s creditors extends to 144 pages, and 
is an able summary of the law on the subject, which comprises many 
sub-headings; we may call attention to the dissertations on ‘‘ Mort- 
gage of After-acquired Property” (page 354), and ‘‘ Interests deter- 
minable on Bankruptcy or Alienation” (page S42), as being good 
examples of the authors’ method of handling subjects. It ap- 

ars, however, te be most difficult for writers on law toavoid making 

lunders about executions. We do not much wonder at this, because 
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[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 
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where his interest his duty were in conflict,” and again “The 
same argument did not apply to steward’s fees, as they were not 
professional charges, but were fixed statute or custom,” and the 
solicitor-trustee was held entitled to a share of the profit, and so to 
make a profit out of his trust. 

Apply these dicta to business done for lessors or vendors under the 
scale. In such cases the solicitor’s interest and duty do conflict, 
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the order.’ This, I submit, is wrong, for the business is 
sufficiently completed as to be an abortive sale, which is provided 
for by schedule I., part I., of the order; but it is thrown under 
schedule II. by the fact that the client is paying an auctioneer’s 

, and, therefore, the scale conducting fee does not apply 
(rule 11, schedule I., part I.). The matter then becomes, in the lan- 
guage of clause 2 (c) of the order, “‘ business, the remuneration for 
which is not hereinbefore, or in schedule I. prescribed, and is regu- 
lated according to the old system as altered by schedule II.” 

We are disposed to adhere to our view. The scale fee for con- 
ducting an abortive sale by auction is, under the circumstances stated 
by “* Juvenis,” inapplicable under rule 11. But the “ transaction ”"— 
viz., is one the remuneration for which—i.e., the deducin 
fee—is ibed; the attendance at, and other matters conne 
with, the the abortive auction are, therefore, ‘‘ business not herein- 
before provided for connected with any transaction the remunera- 
tion for which, if completed, is hereinbefore, or in schedule I. 
hereto, prescribed, but which is not, in fact, completed.” 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Re PARKER AND BERCH’S CONTRAOT—O. A. No. 2, 4th February. 


Vespor anp Purcuassr—Sarte sy Mortcaceres—Receirt ror Purcuase- 
Monsy—Svps-prvision or Mortcace-money—Serarate ReEcREIPTS BY 
Sgrarate Sets or Mortcacesgs. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Kay, J. (30 Soxicrrors’ 
Jovenat, 469), upon a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874, taken out by a purchaser of real estate. The vendors were two sets 
of who were mortgagees of the property, and who had sold it 
under their power of sale. The mortgage was made to two persons, M. 

F., and the mortgage deed contained a declaration that the mortgage- 
money (£12,000) belonged to the mortgagees on ajoint account. A power 
of sale was given to the mortgagees in default of payment of the money 
at the time appointed, and it was declared that, upon any sale, the receipt 
or receipts in writing of M. and F., or the survivor of them, or the executors 
or istrators of such survivor, their, her, or his assigns, should be 
sufficient discharges to the purchasers. And it was further declared that 
the power of sale ight be exercised by any person or persons who for the 
time being should be entitled to receive and give a discharge for the 
moneys for the time being due and owing on the security of the mort- 
gage. By amemorandum of even date it was declared by M. and F. that 
the £12,000 belonged to them in the proportions of £5,500 to M. and 
£6,500 to F. Subsequently M. and F. respectively assigned their respec- 
tive shares of the mortgage-money to separate sets of trustees, on different 
trusts, and these trustees collectively sold part of the property under the 
power of sale in the mortgage for £11,700, which did not cover the whole 
amount then due on the mortgage, The memorandum as to the division 
of the ge 71 amy and the assignment to the trustees formed part of 
the abstract of title to the property. The purchaser contended that the 
OIEREY-MONOT did not belong to all the trustees collectively on a joint 

, and that the joint receipt of the whole body would not be a good 
is for the p e-money. He insisted that the purchase-money 
cnet Yo be apportioned between the two sets of trustees, and the appor- 
tioned gmounts stated in the conveyance, and separate receipts for those 
amounts given by the two sets of trustees respectively. He contended 
that he had notice of the existence of two sets of trusts, and that it was 
his duty to see that the money was properly divided between the two sets 
of trustees. The vendors insisted that they, as a body, were entitled to 
exercise the power of sale, and to receive and to give a receipt for the 
ew. The summons was taken out to determine this question. 
y, J., held that the money to be paid by the purchaser did not repre- 
sent the mortgage-money, but was the price to be paid to the persons 
who. pad Ge power of sale, and that the joint receipt of all the trustees 
would be a good discharge to the purchaser. 

Tug Covurr or Aprzat (Corton, Livptey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Linpiey and Lorzs, L.JJ., agreed with the view taken by 
Kay, J. Oorron, L.J., was inclined to differ, but he concurred in dis- 
py AR ng the appeal, on the ground that, by the statement of facts sub- 
mitted to the court, the purchaser had admitted that the vendors had a 
ee title to the pags Paverst. A, A. Terrell; Graham Hastings, 

©., and Decimus Sturges, Soxicrrons, Ernest A. Fuller; Meredith, 
Roberts, § Mills, 


VINCENT +. VINCENT—C. A. No. 2, 4th February. 


Conrracr’ m OConsrperation or Manrrace—Mermoranpum—Sratute or 
Fravups (29 Car. 2, o. 3), s. 4. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Stirling, J. (reported 35 W. R. 7) the 
uestion beiig whether a certain letter written by a aa to a lady to Be 
was then engaged to be married, and whom he afterwards did marry, 

was a sufficient memorandum of a contract in consideration of marriage to 
section 4 of the Statute of Frauds, and capable of being enforced 

by. the wife against the estate of her deceased husband, who had by his 
will 4 of certain property mentioned in the letter in a manner 
with that letter. In the year 1880, the testator, a man then 

ed age, became engaged to the plaintiff, a young lady, and 

a in August, 1880. In July, 1880, he wrote a letter to her, 
is the following passage:—‘‘ And now, my dearest Lizzie, 











as life is uncertain at my time of life, and as you are, of all the world, 
the person I love best, I hereby wiil and bequeath to you, after my death, 
the eight cottages in Peckham’s- occupied by ©. Warren and E, 
Neath and others. You will keep this letter as a proof of my intention, 
in case of any sudden change patey we rendering me incapable of, 
or not in a state of mind fit for, the performance of so important a 
document, and making null and void any former will and bequest I may 
have made previously. I am doing this, my dearest, as a temporary 

rovision for you in case of any emergency. . . . I am your future 

usband in its most holy eense, Patrick Vixcenr.”? The letter was not 
attested as a testamentary instrument. After the marriage the husband 
made two wills. By the first he left all his property to his wife; by the 
second he left her only a fourth part of the residue of. his estate. This 
action was bro by the widow against her husband’s executors and 
trustees, claiming the eight co under the terms of the letter, 
Stirling, J., dismissed the action, holding that the letter was not a 
sufficient memorandum of an *‘ ent made upon consideration of 
marriage” under section 4. He said that the consideration was not ex- 
pressed to be the marriage, such ion as was expressed being 
the uncertainty of life and the affection of the writer for his intended 
wife. The of the letter, too, was not that of agreement, but 
of a present testamentary disposition, as which it might have taken 
effect, if it had been properly attested. 

Tue Oover or Appgat (Corron, Lawpney, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Corton, L.J., said that the only question was whether 
there was a contract in the letter itself. The letter was that of an 
ardent lover to the lady of his choice, and there could be no doubt 
that the writer thought he was making a present gift, and was not 
contracting to settle the property on her. The letter did not form 
part of negotiations for a settlement, and there was no question of a 
representation of an intention, no statement of an agreement to settle, 
or to leave property after the writer’s death. There was only a state- 
ment of a aft. It.would be wrong to construe the letter as a con- 
tract. Liypiey, L.J., concurred. Lorgs, L.J., believed that the inten- 
tion of the testator was to make an informal testamentary disposition, 
as a contract could not ‘‘make null and void any former will.’’— 
Counszt, Barber, Q.C., and Jason Smith; N. R. Smart. Soxscrroxs, G. 
Robins ; Belfrage § Co. 


CROWTHER v. ELGOOD—C. A. No. 2, 3rd February. 


ATracHMENT—FarLure TO opzY OnpeR ror Payment or Money— Person 
ACTING IN A Fipvucrary Oapacrry ’—Avcrionger—Dextors Acr, 1869, 
8s. 4, suB-sEcTION 3—Arrsat—Segcuniry ror Oosts. 


The question in this case was whether an auctioneer, who had received 
the purchase-money of property sold by him, and had failed to obey an 
order directing him to pay it to the receiver in the action, was ‘‘a person 
acting in a fiduciary capacity ’’ within the meaning of section 4 of the 
Debtors Act, 1869, and therefore liable to attachment for his disobedience 
to the order. Kay, J., on the 28th of January last, directed the issue of a 
writ of attachment against the defendant, E , an auctioneer, for dis- 
obedience to an order of the 13th of December, 1886, directing him, 
within a time limited by the order, to pay to the receiver a sum of £638, 
being the balance of the proceeds of a sale in the action which had been 
conducted by the defendant as auctioneer. On the 25th of January, 
1886, a receiver was appointed in the action to receive the rents and profits 
of certain property, and also the proceeds of the sale of certain stock and 
effects. The sale took place on the 26th of January, 1886, and the 
proceeds were received by the defendant E., the auctioneer who conducted 
the sale. A portion of the proceeds was paid over to the receiver, but a 
balance of £638 remained due from E, The order of the 13th of Decem- 
ber was not complied with, and, E. being unable to meet his liabilities, 
his creditors, on the 13th of January, 1887, resolved to accept a compo- 
sition, On the 28th of January Kay, J., on the —_— of the 
receiver, directed a writ of attachment to issue against E. 

Tue Covrt or Appgat (Corron, Liyptey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Oorron, L.J., said that two points had been raised——frst, 
that E. was not liable to attachment for default in Ps gee of the money 
in question; and, secondly, that, if he was liable, the judge, in the 
exercise of his discretion, ought not to have sent him to prison. It was 
argued that, although an auctioneer, as to the goods intrusted to him for 
sale, stood in a fiduciary relation to his employer, this fiduciary relation 
did not extend to the money received from the sale of the goods; and 
that, if he mixed it with his own money, it became part of his general 
estate. But the question under section 4 of the Debtors Act was, not 
whether the money which the debtor was ordered to pay was trust 
money, but whether he acted in a fiduciary character in the transaction 
in which the money came into his hands. There could be no doubt that 
the appellant acted in a fiduciary character mm the sale of the goods, and 
therefore he came within section 4, whether he still had the money under 
his actual control or had parted with it. As the judge had jurisdiction to 
make the order, and the default was proved, the Court of Appeal could 
not interfere with the exercise of his discretion in ordering the attachment 
to issue. Liypiey and Lorzgs, L.JJ., concurred. 

Another point arose thus. The order for attachment was made by 
Kay, J., on Friday, the 28th of January. On Monday, the 3let of 
January, the defendant, by leave obtained from the Court of 
pees. served a notice of ap for Wednesday, the 2nd of February. 
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the appellant’s own act, have given the proper length of notice of motion 
for security, he was entitled to apply for security without notice. 

Tue Covurr refused the application. Corron, L.J., said that the 
respondent might have applied for leave to give short notice of motion. 
Moreover, both sides had already incurred the costs of the appeal.— 
Counsen, Ince, Q.C., and Nalder; Woodroffe. Sortcrrons; A. Hunt ; 
Robinson, Preston, ¢ Stow, 


Re VAN DUZER’S TRADE-MARK; Re LEAF’S TRADE-MARK— 
C. A. No. 2, 28th January. 


Trape-Marx—Recisrration—‘' Fancy Worp not 1s Common Uss’?— 
Primary AND SgconpArny Mzantne or Worp—Parents, Dasitans, axp 
Trapve-Manxs Act, 1883, s. 64—Cosrs. 


In these two cases, which were heard together the question arose, 
what is a ‘‘ fancy word not in common use,’ which is oer of being 
registered as a trade-mark. Section 64, sub-section 1, of the Patents, 
Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, permits the aa wa of (inter 
alia) ‘‘ a distinctive device, brand, heading, label, or word 
or words not in common use.” In Re Van Buser’s Trade- Mark cation 
was made for an order directing the registration of the words ‘“‘ Melrose 
Favourite Hair Restorer’’ as a trade-mark for a preparation for the hair. 
The Comptroller refused to register the mark, on the d that 
‘‘ Melrose,’ being the name of a place, was, or might be, descriptive of 
locality, and could not therefore be “‘a fancy word not in common 
use’? within the meaning of section 64. Bacon, V.O. (84 W. R. 730), 
directed the registration to proceed, on the ground that “ ** on the 
label was not a geographical description, but a purely fancifal word, as 
much as ‘* Kureka’’ or ‘‘ Opoponax”’ when applied to the particular com- 
modity. In Re Leaf’s Trade-Mark application was made for the registra- 


of the words ‘‘ Electric Velveteen” as a trade-mark for cotton is 
The Comptroller had refused to it on similar ds, . 
V.O. (30 Soxscrrors’ Jovrnat, 673), directed the registration to be made. 


Tue Court or Arrzat (Corron, Lovpiey, and Lopzs, L JJ) reversed both 
decisions. On behalf of the Comptroller it was argued that a Bor | 
word’ did not mean, as the Vice-Chancellor thought, a common . 
the application of which to the particular commodity was novel and fanci- 
ful, but a word which had no meaning in the English , and had 
been coined for the purpose, or is a word which was not, and could not 
be, in common use. On behalf of the respondents it was contended that 
by user they had acquired a right and property in the word as applied to 
the pectionten commodity, and the primary sense had e 
the fancy sense. A fancy word was either a word ad initio coined for the 
occasion ; or a word might become a fancy word by usage in an unusual, 
abnormal senge, and recognition of such usage. , LJ., said that 
the court had to construe a particular clause in the Act, though, of 
course, with the assistance of other clauses, The object of the Act was 
to benefit traders by making it unnecessary to go into evidence in a pro- 
ceeding to protect a trade-mark, if the mark was , and also to 
furnish the public with the knowledge of what marks were entitled to 
protection. It was a further aim of the Act to cut down the loose forms 
by which traders had tried to protect themselves, and to oblige them to 
keep their marks within the prescribed limits. The question was whether 
the words were within the definition ‘‘A distinctive device, brand, 
heading, label, ticket, or fancy word or words not in common use.” In 
both cases there was evidence that the word had been used for a consider- 
able time, and that traders had re it as the maker of 
the goods for which it was used; so that, but for the Act, 
words might have made out a case for protection. There was evidctice that 
the words had come to be considered as fancy words in the trade, but the real 
question was whether the words had lost their primary Cases 
had been cited in which, before the Act, the court had 
from having goods passed off as theirs by others, and it was 
those cases certain words were recognized as fancy words. 
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necessary in those cases that the words should be fancy. words in order to 
obtain protection. The principle was, that, if the word had come to 
denote the goods of a particular person, the court would restrain the use 
of it by another person so as to deceive, but not on the that it was 
a fancy word, e cases before the Trade-Marks were ho guides 


now. As to Oe eg ot case, iS out not be said oti 
term co @ fancy word as ap Ph ey l 
be wrong to allow the beg leteetion of “ Melrose’’ in 

A fancy word must be one which was obviously not 
descriptive—to have reference to a place or to the 

to which it was applied. As to the word “electric,” could 
be a fancy word when applied to velveteen? It was a word of 

It was not necessary that a ‘‘ fancy ’’ word should bea word not in 
tionaries, but the fanciful use of a word descriptive in itself did 
it a “‘fancy word.” It was not enough to use the word . 
It was quite possible there might be differences of as to 
meaning of the word applied as it was, but that did not affect the - 
ple. Liypiey, L.J., said that the court must take care not to the 
Act too burdensome to those who were not . The term “ fancy 
word” had been introduced into the Act of 1883 on account of Bz parte 
Stephens (3 Ch. D. 659), where it was found impossible urder the former 
Act to register the fancy word “ Aeilyton.” Lopzs, L.J., said that the 
question whether a word was a ‘‘ fancy word” could not be decided by 
evidence ; the word must speak for itself. 

The question was then raised whether the respondents ought to be 
ordered to pay the costs of the Comptroller. Bacon, V.O., had 1 
no ordert as to costs. On behalf of the x it was 
that in a number of previous cases similar words had been 
objection, and that the respondents had been misled by the previous course 
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DYOTT v, NEVILL—C. A. No. 2, 9th February. 
Morrcace—Foreciosurz—-R, 8. C., 1883, XV., 1, 2. 
This was an action a mortgages oo ees & 
Bey ne rule order 15, 4 
be made in chambers on summons, Rule 1 pro “Wien a 
oC sempmens hie hee Gee eee under Ss Sa 


the indorsement on a writ summons 
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that the application for such an 

It will be remembered that it was formerly the 

make foreclosure orders on summons under this 

(28 Ch. D. 651, 29 Soxntcrrons’ Jovnwat, 115), 

(29 Oh. D. 827, 831), Cotton, L.J., expressed a dot 

order 15 authorized the making of a foteclosure 

however, whether the rule gives jurisdiction to 

not yet been actually decided by the Court of 

North, J., in chambers, made a 

defendant afterwards moved in court to discharge the order, 

J., refused to do. On the 

chambers the t of j 
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dette betore. the S ter eet ioe, 
one, the objection could not be raised now.-—-OCounsaL, 
Dundas Gardiner; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C,, and 
Swan $ Co. ; Peake, Bird, ¢ Co. 


Re NATHAN, NEWMAN, & 00.—C. A. No. 2, 9th February. 


Practice—Sgrvice out or Jurisprcrion—ComPany—Winpine ve—Porce 
or APPOINTMENT TO SETTLE oy ConrrisvTories — Conrry 
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RESIDING oUT OF JuRIspIOTION — GENERAL OrpER unpER CO” aPAntEs 
Acr (Novempzr, 1862), n. 30—R. 8. O., 1883, XI, 1. 
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Re PHILLIPS—Chitty, J., 5th February. 


Iyrawt—Inranr Manryinc wirnovut A SETTLEMENT AND UNDER SEVENTEEN 
—Inrants’ Serruement Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr. oc. 43), ss. 1, 4. 


This was a tion under the Infants’ Settlement Act, 1855. It 
that the petition was presented by a husband and wife for 
t of the wife’s property, the wife being at the date of marriage 
in March, 1886, under seventeen years of age, but having attained that 
age in October of the same year. The question arose whether the court 
could make a binding settlement, having regard to section 4 of the Act, 
which provides that nothing in the Act contained shall apply to any male 
infant under the age of twenty years or female infant under the age of 
seventeen years 
Currry, J., said that in Re Sampson and Wall (32 W. R. 617, 25 Ch. D. 482) 
it was held that section 1 of the Act was wide enough to include a settle- 
ment made upon the occasion of marriage, whether post-nuptial or ante- 
nuptial. gated a mony case some ten months had elap since mar- 
but, nevertheless, having regard to what was decided in the Court 
of and his own view of section 1, he held that such an interval pre- 
sented no objection to his making au order. With to section 4, he 
thought that the right way of reading this section was to read the proviso 
which it contained as limiting the incapacity of the infant to the age of 
seventeen, or, to use the words of Lord Selborne, L.C., in the case cited, the 
infant’s nes ye! to make a settlement ceases after the age has been 
attained, and that then a settlement, if really and truly a settlement 
upon the occasion of the marriage and caused by the marriage and sanc- 
tioned by the court, might be made. To exclude from the benefit of the 
Act an t marrying a few days before seventeen and applying a 
few days after attaining seventeen would be a strange result. Moreover, 
the Act did not intend to give protection only to persons who married 
after seventeen and to deny it to those who married before seventeen, 
when such latter class of persons might apparently require a somewhat 
greater degree of protection than the former. He therefore made an 
order under the Act for a settlement.—Counset, Dunning. 


Soxicrrors, 
Talbot ¢ Tasker. 


TOWGOOD v. PIRIE & SONS—Chitty, J., 4th February. 
Parents, &c., Act, 1883, s. 64—Fancy Worp—Jvniuezr. 


This was a motion in an action between paper manufacturers which 
raised the question as to the admissibility to registration of the mark 
‘* Jubilee’ under the Patents Act, 1883, ss. 64 and 74, on the ground 
that it was a fancy word or distinctive. The question was argued solely 
on the former point. The plaintiffs had registered ‘‘The Jabilee Note” 
as a mark for their paper, and moved for an interim injunction restraining 
the defendants from selling paper as “‘ The Jubilee Accession Note,” and 
the defendants moved for an order to strike the plaintiffs’ mark off the 
register. The defendants relied on the decisions of the Appeal Court in 
Re Van Duser and Re Leaf, Sons, $ Co. (Court of Appeal, 28th January, 
1887) as enunciating that the segnneneny of a word as a fancy word 
depended on its being obviously meaningless in its application to the 
article in connection with which it was sought to be used—that was to 
say (per Cotton, L.J.), ‘‘ obviously not descriptive ’’ ; or (ver Lopes, L.J.) 
‘* obviously and notoriously inappropriate as neither to be deceptive nor 

ve, nor calculated to suggest deception or description.” The 
submitted that the word ‘‘jubilee”’ was sufficient, within those 
definitions, as being both meaningless in itself and in its proposed 


ap 

» J. (who, during the course of the argument, had asked the 
question, to whom was the inappropriateness, &c., of an English word 
be obvicus, to the learned or the unlearned?) said that the word 
** jubilee” was not obviously meaningless as regarded paper or note- 
8 er it might possibly signify that the paper was used in the 
Year (1887) of her Majesty’s reign. Moreover, the word “‘ jubilee’’ 
was used by many lish writers, including Dryden, Sir Walter Scott, 
and others. It was, therefore, a common English word. He therefore 
held that the word ‘‘ jubilee’’ could not be registered as a trade-mark for 
paper.—Counsz., Aston, Q.C., and Sebastian ; Romer, Q.O., and Carpmael. 

Sonscrrorns, Wansey, Bowen, ¢ Co.; Wilson, Bristows, ¢ Carpmael. 
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Re LEA, LEA v. COOKE—North, J., 7th February. 
Wriui—Cxanrrraste Lecacy—Scueme. 


The — in this case was whether a charitable legacy should be 
to person named as the legatee, or whether the court ought to 

a scheme for the application of the legacy. The testator bequeathed 

**to General William th the sum of £4,000 for the spread of the 
** General Booth was the “‘Superintendent-General ” of a body 

called the Salvation Army. There was evidence that the property of the 
oan was, in accordance with a deed poll executed by General Booth in 
187; Deon solely to him as General-Superintendent. At that time 


the was called the ‘‘ Christian Mission,”’ but its name was afterwards 

Nonrs, J., held that the legacy must be paid to General Booth. His 
lordship said that it was not disputed that a bequest for the spread of the 
Gospel was a good charitable bequest; but the question was whether the 
legacy ought to be made the subject of a scheme, or to be paid to the 
lepine named without any scheme, the mode of application being left to 

The legatee, di by the testator as Genera) William Booth 

was well known as the present head of the organized body called the 
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that body, incl a deed poll enrolled in Chancery, declaring their 
doctrines and tution. It a from the recitals in that deed 
that the earliest efforts of the Salvation Army, formerly known as the 
“‘ Christian Mission,”” were addressed to bringing under the Gospel those 
who were not in the habit of wer | any oe of worship ; and his 
lordship thought that the t object of that body might fairly be 
described as being the d m of religion and the spread of the Gospel. 
By their deed of constitution their founder, Mr. Booth, was made for his 
life General-Su tendent of the body, and he had consequently become 
well known as eral Booth, and it became his duty, under that deed, to 
determine and express the discipline and laws and superintend the opera- 
tions of the society, and to govern the same to and for the objects and 
purposes for which it was first originated, and he was empowered to ex- 
pend on behalf of the body all money contributed for t ae penetes pur- 
poses thereof, or any of its special objects or operations, required to 

ublish annual balance-sheets, duly audited, of all receipts and payments. 
These duties he still continued to perform, and under his superintendence 
the body had made very rapid progress, and its operations were daily 
extending. The accounts were y published, and it appeared from 
them that very numerous sums of large amount came to the 
hands of General Booth, and were app in a very large number of 
payments, generally of small amounts. The testator was, at any rate, to 
some extent aware of the o tions of the body in question, and had on 
several occasions contributed to its funds. He described the legatee by 
reference to his official character. In the case of every other legacy in 
favour of a charity he provided for payment to the intended recipients. 
His lordship had no doubt that if he had been asked whether he wished 
that the bequest should be intrusted to the General for him to apply it, 
he would have answered in the affirmative. 
his lordship did not think it necessary to any scheme as to the 
application of the legacy. Powerscourt v. Powerscourt (1 Moll. 616), Welch 
v. Cohen (16 Ves. 206), Hird v. The Earl of Suffolk (2 My. & Keen. 59), 
and Walsh v. Gladstone (1 Phil. 290) were ample authority for that view. 
His lordship did not think that the establishment of any permanent trust 
is whet the testator contemplated. He thought the control of the court 
quite sufficiently maintained by giving leave to spply as was done in those 
cases.—CounseL, Rigby, Q.C., and Renshaw, Q.0.; Ingle Joyce ; Everitt, 
Q.0., and Vaughan Hawkins ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and Geare ; Theobald ; 
Blackmore. Soxtcrrors, Crowders ¢ Vizard ; Hare § Co. 


Re CROOKES—North, J., 8th February. 


Inrant—Cusropy~—INsUNCTION TO RESTRAIN REMOVAL OUT OF JURISDICTION 
—Inrants’ Custopy Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vier. c. 12). 


This was a —_— by a mother, under the Infants’ Custody Act of 
1873, asking that = a ela poe got F mys an 
custody an infant c of the a and a . 
The father had employment in Spain; the mother, with the child, had 
been residing in England with her own father, who had been maintaining 
them. The petition was supported by an affidavit of the mother, which 
stated that the father, who was temporarily in England, had come to the 
house of her father and carried away the child by violence. The father 
did not appear on the hearing of the petition, and there was no affidavit 
of its having been served upon him. Under these circumstances, 

Norrts, J., said that he could not make an order on the petition. It 
must stand over to enable an affidavit of service to be proiuced, and he 
would meanwhile make an order the father from removing 
the child out of the jurisdiction.—Counsgn, Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and L. 
Field. Souscrrons, Field, Roscoe, ¢ Co. 


Re HOBSON AND HOWES—North, J., 9th February. 


Morrcaces—Powszr or Sare—Eaviraste Morrcace—Oonveyancs oF 
Lzecat Estare—Oonveyancine Act, 1881, s. 21. 


This was a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, the 
question being whether an equitable mo by deed of freehold land, 
selling the ee property under the power conferred by the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881, can yey Boon legal estate to the purchaser. We 
believe that there has been a difference of opinion among conveyancers on 
this point. Section 19 of the Act gives toa mortgagee, when the mort- 


age is made by deed, a power, w the m money has become 
ue, to sell the mortgaged property, the power given ‘‘ to the like 
extent as if it had been in terms confi by the -deed, but not 


further.’’ Section 20 imposes certain restrictions on the exercise of the 
power, and section 21 provides that ‘‘a mange aang the power of 
sale conferred by this Act shall have power by to convey the property 
sold, for such estate and interest therein as is the subject of the mortgage, 
freed from all estates, &c., to which the mortgage has priority, but sub- 
ject to all estates, &c., which have priority to the except that, 
in the case of copyhold or customary land, the legal right to admittance 
shall not pass by a deed under this section, unless the deed is sufficient 
otherwise by law, or is sufficient by custom, in that behalf.” 

Norru, J., held that the mortgagee could only convey the estate which 
he himself had.—Covunsgt, J. B. Porter ; Ingpen. Soxicrrons, 0. G. Har- 
man ; R. Parker. 


FRENCH v. HOPE—Kekewich, J., 3rd February. 
Morroace—Serrine Astpp—Fravup—Deposrr or Trruz Dzzps. 


In this case the question arose whether a mortgagor, who had been 
induced by fraud to enter into a mortgage, could have it set aside against 
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a person who took the mortgage and title deeds bond fide on deposit to 
secure a loan soit © mortgagee. The — we300, aon pei 
person, mortg is property to a solicitor for a 
receipt for the money, believing that he was only giving the solicitor 
instructions to raise a loan. The plaintiff never received themoney. The 


meters shortly afterwards deposited the m and title deeds with | 


the defendants, 8. & Co., who received them fide, and without notice, 
to secure the repayment of £100 lent by them to him. The action was 
brought against the mortgagee and S. & Co. to have the set 
aside and the deeds delivered to the plaintiff. The mortgagee not 
appear. 

Kexewicu, J., held that, although the plaintiff t be entitled to 
have the mortgage set aside as against his solicitor, yet, inasmuch as he 
intended to authorize his solicitor to raise money upou security of the 
property, his equity must be postponed to that of 8. & Co.: Parker v. 
Clarke (9 W. R. 877, 30 Beav. 54) must be taken to be overruled by Bicker - 
ton v. Walker (34 W. R. 141, 31 Oh. D. 151),—Oounsen, Stern, Barber, Q.C., 
and W.C. Druce. Soxtcrrons, F. J. Day ; Storey ¢ Cowland. 


Re WICKITAM, MARONY v. TAYLOR — Kekewich, J., 2nd and 3rd 
February. 


Praoctice—Action — Tarra, — Contempt — Unpam Oosts —Srayine Pro- 
CEEDINGS. 


In this case the question arose whether the defendant could take a Lanse 
inary objection to the hearing of an action on the ground that the plaintiff 
had failed to pay the costs of a motion in the action which he had been 
ordered to pay. The plaintiff had moved for a receiver, and his motion 
had been dismissed with costs. These costs were never paid, but no order 
had been — for to stay the further proceedings in the action until their 
payment. This was the hearing of the action, and the defendant took 
the preliminary objection that the costs of the motion had not been paid. 
The plaintiff urged that proceedings could only be stayed upon a special 
application made for that purpose. 

Kexewrcn, J., following Bacon, V.C., in Re Neal, Weston v. Neal (34 W. RB. 
319, 31 Ch. D. 437) allowed the cbjection, and ordered the trial to be 
postponed until the plaintiff had paid the costs. —Oounsst, Oswald, Poehin, 
0. BE. BE. Jenkins. Soxscrrors, Geo. Johnson; Shaen § Roscoe. 


SMYTHE v. SMYTHE—Q.B.Div., 31st January and 3rd February. 


Practice—Compromisg oF Drvornce Procerpines—Ex Panurge Morion To 
Enrorce in Quezn’s Bencn Drvisron. 


This was a-motion to set aside an order of Huddleston, B., ex parte, 
making a compromise of certain divorce proceedings a rule of court. The 
mens pan green amg a provision that it might be made a rule 
of court. A deed embodying this agreement was drawn up, the principal 
provision being as to payment of the wife's costs. This deed, after some 
dispute, was settled by one of the conveyancing counsel to the Chancery 
Divison, before whom both parties appeared. The respondent in the 
suit refused to execute, but eventually did so after the order of Hud- 
dleston, B. Costs wers duly taxed, but no order for payment made. 
After a writ of fi. fa. had been issued upon the order of Huddleston, 
B., a respondent paid the costs under protest and appealed against 
the order. 

Tue Covrtr (Lord Corerrper, 0.J., Sir J. Hawwen, P., anp Grovz, J.) 
upheld the order. Lord Oo.znrper, C.J., said that he had no doubt that 
the court had power to make such a compromise a rule of court on motion 
ex parte when the case had been pending in any other division but the 
Divorce Division ; and he agreed with Sir James Hannen’s view that the 
court would enforce compromises of cases in that division also. Sir 
James Hannen said that the old practice had been altered by Sir C. 
Cresswell, who refused to permit, as a matter of course, the compromise 


of divorce suits, thus leaving parties to take proceeding in other courts | 


when the Divorce Court refused to take action. Since the Judicature 
Acts all the judges were judges of one court, and the power: exercised by 
Huddleston, B., in enforcing this compromise was analogous to 
constantly exercised by the vacation judge in matters g in 
Divorce Division. The provisions in the compromise it to be 
rule of court were, in effect, merely for the repayment of the tioner’ 
costs and did not concern such matters as the custody of itaren: 
which, the learned judge said, he should have refused to enforce 
Grove, J., doubted whether a compromise of an 

forced on ex parte motion before any judge except the one who had 
the matter in open court, but agreed that in this case the order 
been made was a just one.—Counszt, Crump, Q.C., A. 7. Lowrance ; 
Payne, Q.0., A. T. Reddel. Souscrrons, Mackinson, Taylor, ¢ A 
Waples Canwarden. 
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CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS, 
Re HARRIS, POWELL, & GOODALE—North, J., 8th February. 


Sorrcrrorn—Costs— Taxation —‘‘ Negotiation Faex’’—*' Pgs ror Dzvuc-’ 


tno Trriz’’—Sortcrrons’ Remunzration Orper (Avoust, 1882), Scuz- 
putz I,, Part L., x. 11, 


The question in boo ~ was tg po sepa oe “ae vendor were 
entitled to a “‘ negotiation fee’’ and a fee ‘‘ for as 
vided — I. i go I. = = Se Order. Rule ti in 
that edule provides that, ‘‘the s or negotiating shall to 
cases where the solicitor of a vendor or vadiioer edinaurbetioer 





parchase, and the price and terms and conditions thereof, and no com- 
miesion is paid by the to 
. « + In cases of 

or 


du of the order provides prescribed by 
sched PE to this onder to nob to tadhete (lair aiid) Gatlonser’s ot 
valuer’s * In the present case the Commissioners of Sewers for 
the of London, acting under the conferred on them by their 

that the charges of a vendor 


interest for £15,000. The Gre ge ser pe alia) the com- 
missioners are to pay the vendor’s 
costs of title conveyance, such costs, in case of difference, to 


Sane Di Se sae eee ee ne Fay Page ein enn 
a to 
surveyor, settled surveyor 


to the commissioners.’ On the 5th of April, 1886, 

solicitor wrote to the vendor's solicitors: “If the title consists of any- 

thing more than the lease, let me have abstract ; otherwise, I shall 

not require one.” At 

reversion of the Cy teh med ee On 

vendor’s solicitors 348 ge tenets Re hemes: 

po per gaia: Satins so 8 At this time the «solicitors 
not know that the commissioners were the owners of the reversion. 


The commissioners’ solicitor did not reply, sending a draft 
t of the lease for No copy or me gon bed 
the vendor’s ans penne Sun cores oo 
12th of , 1886, and the commissioners paid the fee of the vendor's 
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question had arisen between the vendor and his own solicitors. The 
question turned entirely on rule 11. The vendor’s surveyor had done 
some work, the details of which did not appear, but it appeared from the 
objections to the taxation that the amount of his fee, or commission, or 
Temuneration was ascertained by the engineer of the commissioners, and 
was settled by him according to Bryde’s Scale. It came to this, that a 
person was employed by the vendor to treat for the sale of the property, 
and that he was paid for his eervices a commission, which the taxing 
master described as ‘‘ full charges.’’ A fee, arrived at by an ad valorem 
a ve id to a person who came within the description of an 
- or other agent " in rule 11, and who was described as ‘“‘ surveyor 
or agent‘ in the yendor’s claim. The scale for negotiating oeter only 
to where no such charge or commission was paid by the client as 
paid in the present case. The solicitors were, therefore, not entitled to 
ecale fee, but must. obtain their remuneration in the ordinary way. 
to the fee for deducing title, his lordship was clearly of opinion 
\that no title had been deduced, and the scale did not apply.—Oovunsz, 

J. Henderson, Sourctrons, Harris, Powell, ¢ Goodale; EB. A. 


Re CORSELLIS, LAWTON ». ELWES—C. A. No. 2, 3rd February. 


Sorrcrton—Costs—Taxation—Soricrror-Trusteze—Prorit Costs. 


This was an oo by the defendant from the disallowance by Kay, J. 
(30 Soxrorrons’ Jounnat, 567), of certain costs to the defendant Elwes, a 
trustee, who was a solicitor, on the ground that he had placed himself in 
a position in which his interest conflicted with his duty, and was therefore 
unable to charge the estate of which he was a trustee with the costs of 
professional work done by himself or his firm. N. 0. Corsellis by his 
will, dated the 26th of October, 1876, appointed Lawton; 8S. Turner (a 
solicitor) and Firman his executors and trustees. His real estate, which 
the manor of Wivenhoe in Essex, was devised in strict settle- 
and the trustees were empowered to employ receivers, bailiffs, 
accountants, and agents in the affairs of the estate. And the 
testator a ted Turner, his heirs and assigns, steward of the 
manor, provided that he might, by himself or his firm, act as 
solicitor for the estate, and charge for businers done relating to it. 
There was no general power for every solicitor-trustee to charge for 
business done by him. e testator died in September, 1878, and Turner 
died in February, 1880. The defendant Elwes, a solicitor, who had been in 
partnership with Turner, was appointed a trustee in his place. ‘The 
related to four classes of charges. (1) In August, 1881, an applica- 
was made to the court by the plaintiff, an infant, who was beneficially 
interested in the real estate under the testator’s will, by his next friend, 
for maintenance out of the estate. To that application the defendant 
Elwes and his co-trustee Firman (Lawton having died in May, 1881) were 
ts. The defendant Elwes’s firm, through their London agents, 
Messrs. Elwes & Sharpe, acted as rolicitors for the respondents to this 
» and in respect of this the defendant Elwes’s firm made profit 
amounting to £16 9s. 2d. (2) Firman died in September, 1881, 
after his death the defendant Elwes, having then become the sole 
of the estate, was made defendant in this action for the execution 
trusts of the real estate and for the appointment of a receiver and 
. A seceiver and manager of the estate was appointed, and the 
t’s firm, by their London agents, acted as his solicitors, and 
wed £15 6s. 1d. as their share of the profit costs allowed to the 
on taxation. (3) The defendant appointed his partner, G. B. 
» to act as steward of the manor. Fees paid to him as steward b 
hold tenants of the manor had been carried by him to the credit 
his Bem, and the defendant claimed to be entitled to a share of those 
fees. (4) The defendant's firm made profit charges in respect of certain 
es for leases of parts of the estate which the defendant, as 
trustee, ited. The plaintiff applied for a review of the taxing 
master’s by disallowing all these profit costs and charges. Kay, 
-y disallowed them all. 
Tue Cover or Arrzat (Corrox, Lixpiey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) allowed 
amg regarded the costs of the epeleaticn for maintenance and 
"s fees. Tux Covnr expressed their approval of the rule which 
Been laid down as to the duty of trustees not to make a profit out of 
trust, and to avoid placing themselves in a position in which their 
would conflict with their duty. But to this general rule an 
had been established in Cradock v. Piper (1 Mac. & G. 664)— 
@ solicitor-trustee, acting for himself and his co-trustees in 
rae eo was entitled to profit costs, if the costs had not 
by his so acting. That exception had been always 
in the taxing master’s office, and was an established rule 
and it ought not to be frittered away. Their lordshi 
that the proceedings for maintenance were with 
in Cradock v. Piper, and the costs of these proceedin 
As to the costs of the receiver, the decision of Kay, J., 
. The solicitor- trustee in acting for the receiver, who had 
estate for those charges, had placed himself in a position 
st and his duty were in conflict. The decision must 
ith regard to the charges for the leases. The trustees 
citor to do the work, though it was agreed that the 
for it. The steward’s fees stood in a different position ; 
professional charges, but were fixed by statute or by 
must, therefore, be allowed. All the three judges, tho 
ves bound by Cradock v. Piper, said that they sho 
' case differently.—Counszt, Giffard, Q.C., end Bardewell ; 
: astings,Q.0., and Swinfen Eady. Soxtcrrors, Elwes ¢ Sharpe; 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the Board of Directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 9th inst., Mr. Sidney Smith in the chair. The other directors present 
were Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, Samuel Harris (Leicester), Edwin Hedger, 
R. Pennin, , H. Roscoe, W. Melmoth Walters, Frederick T. Wool- 
bert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £270 was distributed in 
grants of relief. Six new members were admitted to the association, and 
other general business was transacted. 





WOLVERHAMPTON LAW ASSOCIATION. 


The fortieth annual general meeting of this association was held on 
the 17th ult., Mr. W. A. Green, — in the chair. 

The secretary read the annual report of the committee, and the hon. 
treasurer read the financial statement for the past year. 

It was proposed by the chairman, seconded by Mr. C. L. Adams, and 
resolved unanimously :—‘‘ That the report of the committee, and the fin- 
ancial statement for the past year, which have been read, be received, 
adopted, and entered on the minutes.” 

It was proposed by Mr. Stirk, seconded by Mr. Thorneycroft, and re- 
solved unanimously :—‘‘ That Mr. Henry Stanley be president for the year 
1887.” 

It was proposed by Mr. Waterhouse, seconded by Mr. Robert Willcock, 
and resolved unanimously :—‘‘ That Mr. F. T. Langley be vice-president 
for the year 1887.” ‘ 

It is proposed by Mr. A. B. Smith, seconded by Mr. A. Whitehouse, 
and resolved unanimously :—‘‘ That Mr. E. B. Thorneycroft be re-elected 


honorary treasurer for the year 1887.’ 

It was proposed by Mr. Owen, seconded by Mr. Greensill, and resolved 
unanimously :—‘‘ That Mr. E. T. Cresswell be elected honorary secretary 
for the year 1887.” 

It was proposed by Mr. A. B. Smith, seconded by Mr. 8. W. Page, and 
resolved unanimously :—‘‘ That Messrs. Adams, Green, C. B. Smith, and 
Stirk be elected members of the committee. 

It was p by Mr. G. W. Walker, seconded by Mr. Greensill : — 
‘* That the best thanks of the association be pon to the president, vice- 

resident, committee, and lion. treasurer, and secretary for their services 
Faring the past year.’’ The thanks of the meeting were also voted to the 
chairman for his conduct in the chair. 

The annual dinner of the society was held on the same day, and was at- 
tended by 24 members. The county court judge, the stipendiary, and the 
official receiver were present as invited guests. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Professional matters.—The question of p gs against solicitors 

ractising in the neighbourhood who had not taken out their certificates 
a further engaged the attention of the committee, and as a result the 
Tncorporated Law Society, at the suggestion of the committee, prosecuted 
three solicitors for practising without certificates, and in each case a con- 
viction was obtained, and the defaulters were fined, and have paid, £5 
and costs. The attention of the committee has also been called to other 
cases of solicitors ing without certificates. In one case their repre- 
sentations induced the solicitor in default to take out his certificate, and 
in another case the In rated Law Society have decided to take pro- 
ceedings. The committee have, in the interests of the members, protested 
against the employment of a solicitor not practising in the town in a 
Post Office prosecution, and they trust that as a result of their protest 
local solicitors will in future be employed. They have also caused a 
circular to be sent to the clerks of the magistrates in the district calling 
their attention to the of constabulary officers conducting 
prosecutions. A circular has also been sent to members of the association 
asking for their assistance in suppressing this practice, and the com- 
mittee would venture to urge that this matter be not lost sight of by the 
members. ‘ 

The Incorporated Law Society.—With reference to the paragraphs in last 
year’s report as to the desirability of more solicitors becoming members 
of the Incorporated Law Society, the president and secretary made a 
canvass of the members of the eneoelaion, ane the result of that canvass, 
and of the steps taken by the association, been that fifteen members 
of the i has joined the Incorporated Law Society. The com- 
mittee consider while this is a satisfactory result itis not all that could be 
desired, and they trust that every member of the association who does not 
also belong to the Incorporated Law Society will join that body at 
once. 

The new County Court Rules.—The question of the inconvenience caused 
by the new County Court Rules has ¢: alarge amount of attention 
during the year. Thecommittee have in connection with this subject 
consi the Bill to consolidate the Oounty Oourt Acts, which 
was introduced into the House of Lords by the then Lord Chancellor, in 
June last. The attention of the committee was called to the com ts 
which were being made by the Chamber of Commerce relative to the in- 
convenience caused to the commercial community by the new rules, and 
the secretary was instructed to place himself in communication with that 
body, with a view to united action. After some meetings had taken 
place between a sub-committee of the Chamber of Commerce and your 
secretary, the —— association appointed a sub-committee to 
confer with the . of the Chamber of erce upon tiie 
matter, and to suggest to the latter sub-committee the direction in which 
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amendments should be sought, with a view of assisting the local 


Chamber of Commerce in bringing the matter before the next sown 
the Associated Chambers of Commerce, and by that means 
assistance of that body in improving county court practice, The 
of the conference between the two sub-committees was that a 
plan of action was agreed upon, and your commalites sennmaee Sapp thet 
the assistance they were able t to render to the Chamber of Commerce will 
be of service to that body in their poser ty use their influence 
obtain an alteration of the present anomalies in 
anomalies which cause much inconvenience and grea\ be, both of money 
and time, to the constituents of both poets eh As a result 
above-mentioned conference it has been suggested that the on 
Commerce and this association might usefully work together in many 
things. The suggestion has been well received by the Qouncil of the 
Chamber of Commerce, and it is believed that that ype Fe have under con- 
sideration such an amendment of their rules as will make the president 
of this association an ex-officio member of their council. The committee 
pen that much benefit may result to both bodies by this 
munication. 








LEGAL NEWS, 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Gronce Epwarp Hriuay, solicitor, of Lewes and Eastbourne, has 
been appointed. Deputy- -Coroner for the Eactern Division of the county 
of Sussex. Mr. Hillman was admitted a solicitor in 1880. 

Mr. Henny Kixvere, eolicitor (of the firm of Kinneir & Tombs), of 
Swindon and Cricklade, has been appointed rar of the ae 
County Court (Circuit No. 52). Mr. Kinneir is clerk to the Swindon 
School Board, and to the county magistrates at Oricklade. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1854. His artner, Mr. Henry Coggan Tombs, is 
official receiver in bankruptcy for the Swindon District. 

Mr. Joun Doveias Sanprorp, barrister, has been ted a te 
for the County of Middlesex. Mr. Sandford is the son of the Rev. 
John Sandford, archdeacon of Coventry, and was born in 1832. He was 
formerly a scholar of Trinity College, re where he eg first 
class in Classics in 1855. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple 
in Easter Term, 1870. He was for several years Chief Judge of Mysore. 

Mr. Joun Sroxett Dopps, Attorney-General of Tas has been 
appointed Puisne Judge of the Sagteme Court of that’colony, in succession 
to the late Mr. Justice Giblin. 

Mr. Ricnaup Ernest Lancuorne, solicitor, of ven has been 
elected President of the Wakefield I 
ensuing year. Mr. Langhorne was admit 

Mr. Lewis Luoyp Jonny, solicitor, of Liangollen, has been pres 
Clerk to the Llangollen School Board in succession to Mr. P' p Henry 
Minshall, resigned. Mr. John was admitted a solicitor in 1882. 

Mr. Wiuttam Atrarp Piv nxett, solicitor (of the ot Plankett 
Leader), of 60, St. Paul’s-churchyard, and of Greenhithe, has been el 
Chairman of the Gas and Water Committee of the Court of Common 
Council. Mr. Plunkett was admitted a solicitor in 1863. Heis a com- 
a ooRenenae ie the wend of tig og With. — 

1LL1AM Bovsrizip, barrister, been appointed a Magistrate 
for the County of Middlesex. Mr. Bousfield is the eldest son of Mr, 
William Bousfield, of Streatham, and was born in 1842. He was ed 
at Merton College, Oxford, where he graduated second class in Law and 
Modern History in 1866. He was called to the bar at the Middle Tem ™ 
in Michaelmas Term, 1868, and he practises in the Chancery eee 
is a member of the School Board for London, representing the 
Division. 

Mr. W. P. Sr. Lzonanps Cuvsp, solicitor, of 29, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
London, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Su poe Coast of ges ae 

. Scorr Fox, solicitor, of 13, St. Mary’s-square, Paddington, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 


PARTNERSHIPS DISSOLVED. 
Ropert Hestteiaz Bucksy and Rosert Epwarp Marsnaut, solici- 
tors (Buckby & Marshall), Leicester, Hinckley, and Nuneaton. Dec. 20. 
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Rozsrt Benpitz Moors, Francis Stryan Moors, and — Exnzsr | So 


Manrsnatt, solicitors (R. B. Moore & Oo. and ge Son, & Marshall), 


Birkenhead and Liverpool, so far as regards the said Edwin Emest 
Marshall. Jan, 31. 

Ricuarp Burcass Woosnam and James Goutp Coxsr, solicitors (Woos- 
nam & Ooker), Newton Abbot, so far as regards the said James Gould 
Coker. Tho said business will in future be carried on by the said Richard 
Burgass Woosnam at Newton Abbot aforesaid. Deo: 

[@azette, Feb, 4.] 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
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APPEAL , sagomed Ari Count 
Date. No. No. 2. vin 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
London Gaszette.—FRIDAY, Feb 4. 
B a ter Wi ter, Build March 4. 
tilly Biro, Ohity Balsa)! 1 Fou. Kise’s, orces' er. 
wm, LR Soares EY, Quadrant, Regent oe. Bootmaker. Marchi. Hall y 
“Goalie, Chitty, J. Van Sandau, King st, Cheapside 





Norices To Creprrors unpER Trustees Revier Act, for insertion in the 
Fo non Gasctte or any ne siould be sent to Harrison and Sons, Pub- 
pte Martin’ ’s-lane, W.C. The Gazette is published every 

Seviey ont Pid DVT.) 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan 25. 
. Ernest AvGustus CHARLES, uess of, Marlborough, Wilts. 
Marchi. Nicholl & Co. Howard st. Stran 
ARCHER, FREDERICK JaMeES, Exning, Suffolk, Jockey. Feb 20. Jessop, Chelten- 


BecxrorD, Harriett, Cowes, 1.W. March 25. Ratcliffe, Ryde 

Docume. Wrmsdan, prewthost, Kent, Stockbroker. March 8. Gregson, Angel 
Beowenea, Faxpmnio. ae Minister. March 25. Jerman, Exeter 

Buirramm, Bensamin, 8th Norwood, Gent. March 19. Mote & Son, Queen st 
beaues ~~~ a James, Redland, Bristol, Corn Merchant. Feb 28, Evans, 
Coox, Exmity, Brighton. March 8. Baker & Nairne, Crosby sq 

Coneay, , JOHN, ppoee. Clarpole, ne nr Newark, Not‘ingham, Farmer. April 27. Pratt & 


Dusnwort On CHARLOTTE, icinbiaine Newton, Dorset. Feb 21. Dashwood, 


Paar ims Newton Ed Wrexb Denbigh. March 8. Allingto 

n Edwyn, Wrexbam, Den , ch 8, n 

Settee eer, ' 

Francis, Bryn Edwyn, Wrexham, Denbigh, Gent. March 8. Allington 

Hughes, Wrex 

GaRNER, ANN, Sheffiela. Feb 28. Younge & Co, Sheffield 

Ganrmonee, Exizi, Mayfcld Lodge, Brixton Oval. March 10. Hine-Haycock 
& Co, College hil 


Sanenl, Guanine Jeutn st, Furrier. Feb 28. Bentwitch, Finsbury pavement 

Hotes, Josern, Olay Cross, Derby, Gent. Feb 21. Jones & Middleton, 
How. SER AED, Croydon, Surrey, Gent. March 1. Hine-Haycock & Oo, 
Lawn, Eoksmae Onis, es. Slough, Buckingham, Minister. March 8. Stand- 


& 
Macz, tton, aren, Feb 16. Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn sq, 


MoCrak, ELLEN, Carlisle. Mari. Donald & Ostell, Carlisle 
MENDELSS0HN, Pavt ALBERT, St Paul’s rd, Cumden Town, Manager. Feb 28. 


bury Pavement 

MokrnrisssY, Eprrn, Aylesbury, Bucks. Feb28. Crouch, Aylesbury 
O.puaM, Perzr, Bramhall, Chester, Retired Farmer. Feb 28. Grundy, Stock- 
ROWLAND, JonN, Prestwich, Lancaster, Esq. Mar 25. Whitworth, Manchester 

Booey, OnpEore Marr, Sydney pl, South Kensington. Feb 22. Hopgood & 
SERPELL, Rongrt CoaD, Plymouth, Biscuit Manufacturer. Feb 19. Greenway & 
mas FREDERICK ALLEN, Wellingborough, Northampton, Currier. March 
Parker, W Wellingborough me * 


eon, Gzorce, Newhaven, Sussex, Brewer. Febi9. Lewis, Lewes 
Srorx, FrepEricx, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler. Feb 4. Eley, Sheffield 
Tomas, Rexs, Neath, Glamorgan, Quarryman. Feb 26. Charles & Evans, 


Varney, James H Monkwearmouth, Pawnbroker. Feb 24. Skinner, 
UNTER, h, er e er, 


Vourtiiuxy, Gzorae Jonny, Greenhithe, Kent, Architect. Feb 13. King, Ipswich 
WHEELER, JAMES ney ste Ryde, Isle of Wight, Esq. Feb 15. Wild & Co, 


‘ e 
Warrt, Exiza, Bath. 1. Nye & Co, Serjeant’s inn, Temple 

Wu, Henny, Broadwell, Oxford, Yeoman. Feb28. Wilmot, Fairford 
Wit118, Joun, Broadway, Dorset, Gent. March 3, Andrews & Co, Dorchester 
Wuson, Dee Ce Thistlewood, Castle Sowerby, Cumberland. Marchi. Donald & 
Wreon, Bina. pqeowoos, Castle Sowerby, Cumberland. March 1. Donald & 


London Gacette.—FRmpaY, Jan. 28. 
ALLDRED, Atics, Atherton, Lancaster. March 15. Hope, Wigan 
BaRciaY. RosxeT GuRNEY, Pall Mall, Bank Manager. Feb 28. Few & Co, Surrey 


sper Caversham rd, Kentish Town, Esq. Feb 28. Bell & Co, Linculn’s 
nes” 7 etal Wells, Fly Proprietor. Feb 25. Cripps & Son, Tun- 

Joun, Cheetham, Manchester, Furniture Dealer. Feb 25. Lawson, Man- 
Cox, Gzorcs Henry, Aston, Warwick, Gent. March 25. Docker & Tarleton, 
Wigan Pemberton, Lancaster. March 1. Woodcock & Walmesley, 


Dean, Wi1114M, Calverley, York, Woolcomber. Feb 28. Tunnicliffe, Bradford 
Epw. ele Pownall .rd, Dalston, Cabinet Manufacturer. March 1. 
Co, Bishopsgate st With: 


Evans, 7. Wi Sand Col Merchant, Feb 2. 
wy, 3 Bridge rd, Oil our Me t, e 
a Wolverhampton, Gent. Feb 5. Underhill & Lawrence, Wolver- 


Curisrorner Frepenrick, Bradford, York, Gent. Feb 28. Watson & 


Hasxew, Jamus, Derby, Hatter. April7. Heny, Derby 
Hunznoron, Harry, Bruton, Somerset, Yeoman. March 4. Bennett, Bruton 


Bosmanece, 11M ot, Peckham, Firelight Manufacturer. Feb 2. Eliza 
Peckham 
ow ese ae 


Surrey. Feb %. Mellersh, Gedalming 





Lilsoves, Rev Gaepen GrrusHaw, Brighton, Olerk, March 25. Bell & Co, Lin- 
Mun¢LBY, JOHN, Stacksteads, Lancaster. March 11. Wright, Bacup, Lancashire 


Heath, Kent, Gent. Feb10. Carnegie, Bucklersbury, 
PRICE, EMILy, Tunbridge Wells. March 15. Collyer-Bristowe & Oo, Bedford 


row 
Puau, THomas, Denbigh pl, Pimlico, Gent. Aprili. Marston, Ludlow 
Rispow, EttEn, Emsworth, Southampton, March 8. Janson & Co, Finsbury 


ci 
Rock, BARAm, &t Helier’s, Island of Jersey. Febi7. Field, Liverpool 
Rovcn; wy patem, Wellington st, Camden Town. March 16. Crowther, Chan- 
RowELL, ‘Ronee, Donnington sq, Newbury, Berks, Gent. April 2. Rhodes & 


Dow; hill 
surg, Hosunt, Warwick, Solicitor. Feb 28. Hilton Perkin, South sq, Gray’s 


paces = AE Newton in Makerfield, Lancaster, Gent. March 12. Davies 
Wnsovesst, re Tatzor, Spital sq, Gent. March 31. Mee, Gt Winchester 
Wor. Mary, Cheltenham, March 6. Winterbothams & Gurney, Cheltenham 


Woop, Hannan, Thursby, Cumberland. feb 18. Mounsey & Co, Carlisle 
London Gazette.—_TUESDAY, Feb. 1. 
ARNOLD, Many Ann, Cardiff. March 18. Sturge, Bristol 


BALDWIN, JOSEPH BILLING, King’s Let wianaed Worcester, Paper Manufacturer. 
March 6. Hawkes & Oo, 
CREASY, CAROLINE, Ladbroke gr. rey 28. Tamplin & Co, Fenchurch st 


ner ~ Sava, Westbury upon Trym, Gloucester, Gent. March 31, Abbot & 
Busty, KATHERINE ELIZABETH Mary, Southampton. Feb 28. Candy & Candy, 


outhampton 
prea RN Godmanchester, Huntingdon. March 14. Huanbyun & Sons, 


FEN x, ROWLAND Walton on Thames, Gent. Marchi. Laundy & Co, Cecil 
vet, Strand , 


Wressatcee. ‘4 Manta, Kensington Park rd, Bayswater, March 8. Garrard 
& Co, Go, Suffolk st, Palt Mall East 
GriL, Loursa AMELIA CHEBKE, Westbury on Trym. June 6. New & Co, Eve- 


Harcuett, Estuer, Highfield, Southampton. Feb 26. Candy & Candy, South- 


am 
Hout, Syst, Hudderefield. Marchi. Moseley, Hudderefield 


mee °° Renesas Buckingham, Cattle Dealer. March 19. Parrott, 
Kyo ae ene Rasy, Fishwick Hall, nr Preston, Lancaster, Esq. March 1. 
Lanes Y, RLEABETE, Beaulieu, Southampton. Feb 28. Candy & Candy, South- 


MILLE, Duancas, Lymington, Hants, Builder. March 4. Moore & Co, Lyming- 
n 


MiTcHELL, HENRY Jounnston, Oldham, Lancaster, Cardmaker. Marchi. Lea- 
sore & Co, Huddersfield 
PALMER, SAMUEL, Clifton, Bristol, Esq. Feb 22. Paull, Ilminster 


men ~ Joun, Liss, Southampton, Farmer. March 2. Albery & Lucas, Mid- 
RIcHARDS, ELIZABETH HEMING, Studley, Warwick. Feb 28. Byrch & Co, Redditch 
SHILLITO, W1L114M, Preston, York, Gent. March 1, Thompson & Oo, Hull 
Surrners, ANN, Brunswick st, City rd. Feb 28. Carr & Martin, Mincing lane 
Terry, AuGUsTA, Leamington Priors. April4. Large, Leamington Priors 
THOMAS, CATHERINE, Liancarvan, Glamorgan, Innkeeper. Feb 5. Yorath, 


Tuomas, LLEWELLYN, Liancarvan, Glamorgan, Innkeeper. Feb 5. Yorath, 








WARNING TO INTENDING ue Hous PURCHASERS 


comahane p 
or hen es Sy a Bouse have ‘thoroughly exaint: ned ody a 
pa ty, Sanilary Engineering & Venti entiation Co. Co... yr ictoria-st. 
ster (Hatab., 1875), Offices, ee lanens 
on ins. Offices, 7, Queen Victor a mantle Deposit; 1, 2, or 3 years credi 


FURNISH 
60 wholesale firms. Offices, 79, Queen i at 121, Patt 
Mall, S.W.. & 9. Liverpool-st., E.C. Goods deliver | nal = 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRipax, Feb 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Alay Lavi, Bradford, Commission Agent. Bradford. Pet Jan 31. Ord 
Bary, ances, , High st, Kingsland, Cheesemonger. High Court. Pet Jan 29, 


Ord Jan 
BEECROFT, Tose, Sheffie!d, Ironfounder. Sheffield. Pet Jan 31. Ord Jan 31 


Brep, GzorGe, Liverpool, Pilot. Liverpool. PetJan17. Ord Febi 


pummos. comm, Gnenem, Kelvin terr, Highbury, Builder. High Court. Pet Jan 
z edi 
Bopsen, GzorGs, Sheffield, Coal Merchant. Sheffield. Pet Feb1. Ord Febi 


Bowers, W1Lu14M, and Epw. Pot Fob. Ora Fe auvwich, Cheshire, Coal Merchants. 
Nantwich and Crewe. Lay Fat 
BRIEANT, JANE, and Water Lewis Log! ur Salisbury, Builders. 
Salisbury. Pet Jan 25. Ord Jan 
seretel | San Braintree, Essex, Milliner ner. Chelmsford Pet Jan 31. Ord 
Bryan, James W: General Dealer. Stockton on Tees and 
Midd Iesborgugh. “Pet Jan si, Ond Jan 3 


But, Guoude, Brn, Berk, Baker . Windsor. Pet Feb2, Ord Feb2 
cbt dan ‘Fema Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall. 
et Jan 31. Ord on 
AM, Wi11aM, Manchester, Innkeeper. Manchester. Pet Jan 31. Ord 


soa ian teh basis Bose Wreszham. Pet Jan 31, Ord 
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Deckyaon, Sous Maem, Sheffield, Engraver. Sheffield. Pet Feb 2. Ord 


Founy. Hpuez, Chobham, Surrey, ee Kingston, Surrey. Pet Jan 21. 


FOIVEBERG, JosepH Hyman, and Louis Ot astern ot, Sancedinch, 
Furniture Dealers. High Court. Pie Ord 
FIsHER, JOHN JaMEs, Mark lane, Licensed Victualler. High Court. Pet Feb 2. 
Ord Feb 2 
Guenge. Jom pst, 4 Pushes | Dock, Draughtsman in Dockyard. Pembroke 
0c! e e Ord 
G1B8s, JouN, Birmingham, Butcher. Birmingham. Pet Feb?. Ord Feb2 


Guay, Jomnre, | Oxton, Nottingham, Beerhouse Keeper. Nottingham. Pet 
e . e 


GrunDyY, SAMUEL, Dean, Lancashire, Farmer. Bolton. Pet Febi. Ord Feb1 

HAMMERSLEY, Ropert Joun, and FREDERICE Gpees, & — i Hanley, 
Bursle Tunstall. 

Hroos, Jaes, Oxford. Cab Proprictor. Oxford. ‘Pet Feb2. Ord Feb? 


Howssss, Jou Enpry, Abergavenny, Mon, Innkeeper. -Tredegar. Pet Jan 31. 
an 
HUTOHINSON, fg Featherstone, nr Hatewhintio, Northumberland, Inn- 


. Pet Jani, Ord Jan 
Jonws, Davin, Waun caegurwen ar Brynamman, Glamorgan, Tollgate Keeper. 


Pet Jan 31. Ord 
JonEs, Mary, Cellan, yy lan Carmarthen. Pet Jan 22, Ord Feb 2 


KssPany, Joscumm, Noble st, Trimming Manufacturer. High Court. Pet Jan 
Tr 
LAMACRAFT, WILLIAM, Dawlish, Devon, Grocer. Exeter. Pet Feb1. Ord Feb1 


LEVIN, x, Tnaag, Birth, Northumberland, Clothier. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Feb 


Maman, Henry Francis, Mengheoter, Perambulator Manufacturer. Man- 
chester. Pet Jan 31. Ord Jan 3 

MAUGHAN, JoHN NICHOLAS, yeh RR Northumberland, Gent. Newcastle on 
et Dec 18. Ord Feb? 


ne. 
MLA J osm Drxox, Loughborough pk, no occupation. High Court. Pet 


MEDD, JaMEs, Sawdon, Yorks, Farmer. Scarborough. Pet Jan 31. Ord Jan 3 
Moon, CHARLES GEORGE, Derby, Ta"or. Derby. Pet Febi. Ord Feb1 
Brooms, Jotars, Sheffield, Cutlery Manufacturer. Sheffield. Pet Feb2. Ord 


Onarnnee. | George, Greetland, Yorks, Wheelwright, Halifax. Pet Feb? Ord 


Pas aoe wh Hh Vineren, Wye, Kent, out of business. Canterbury. 

e edi 

PANNETT, JOSEPH DANIEL, Swansea, Hosier. Swansea. Pet Jan3t. Ord Jan 31 

Panny Sante Eee sne, Bognor, Sussex, Licensed Victualler, Brighton. Pet 
e 

eanebt WILtiaM, Halifax. Stone Merchant. Halifax. Pet Jan 12. Ord 


YY, RICHARD Yasus, Doris st, Kennington ri, Builder. Hi Court. 
Pet Feb2, Ord Feb A , -_ 


RicHEs, Joun THOMAS, Gheaten, Florist. Chester. Pet Jan 31. Ord Jan 31 
SMITH, Ae yf yg Rosert, Shaftesbury, Dorset, Baker, Salisbury. Pet Jan 31. 
Or 
SPaRrGo, ARTHUR, Truro, Grocer. Truro, Pet Jan 31. Ord Jan 31 
STEVENS, WILLIAM, and ALFRED GrirrirHs, Chepstow, M Ship Brokers. 
Newport, Mon. Pet Aug 14. Ord Feb? Hi 
SwEETING, THoMAs, Nether Stowey, Somersetshire, Licensed Victualler. Bridg- 
ter. Pet Febi. Ord Febi 
. PetFebi. Ord 


THOMSON. Wit1am, Loughb. aca, b ist. Leicest 

Tas ARCHIBALD Coox, Liverpool, Joiner. Liverpool. Pet Feb 1. Ord 
Toma, isene Wegsan, Faversham, Agricultural Machinist. Canterbury. 
Toa Sa Knighton. Leicestershire, Turf Commission Agent. 


. PetJan3i. Ord Jan 31 
TREVAsEOS Samvuget, Newport, Mon, Draper. Newport, Mon. Pet Feb?. Ord 


Ward, Epwarpd CUTHBERT, and Epwarp Wit11amM Warp, Leamington, Tailors. 
Warwick. Pet Febi. Ord Feb 1 

WakbD, SAMUEL, WILLIAM SAMUEL Wins, and Wiiu1s Warp, Mansfield, Notte, 
Hosiers. Nottingham. Pet Jan 3i. Ord Jan $1 

WELBORNE, HARRY ARTHUR, Doncaster, Joiner. Sheffield, Pet Jan 31. Ord 


Jan 31 

WartEuovge, ¥ BENJAMIN Kingste . . Leg Hull, Licensed Victualler. Kingston 
ir e 

Wir TE THOMAS, bd st, Commercial rd East, Grocer, High Court. Pet 





ull. Pet Feb 
Jan 31. Ord Fe 
, BENJAMIN, Liverpool, Grocer. Liverpool. Pet Feb. Ord Feb? 
‘Wanetares, Fmoetas, Colwyn Bay, Denbighshire, Grocer. Bangor. Pet Feb 1. 


Wasa ae, Jarrow, Durham, Grocer. ‘Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Feb 1. 


lens 2 oa, Bal Bulwell, Nottingham, General Dealer. Nottingham. Pet 
a =, oa pares , Us Leeds, Yorks, Accountant. Leeds. Pet Jan 31. 
re 


The gin cine Ancning © aioe is eS for that published in the 
don 
M TFOMETI, bal age me oe jun, weany House, near Macclesfield, Gent. Liverpool. 
an 24 
The followin pms Ly notice is substituted for that published in the 
. London Gazette cs — 1, 
Woon, Joun Muvenr, paren, Yorks, Wire Manufacturer. Halifax. Pet 
Jan 29. Ord Jan 29 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ALLEN, Lzvt, Rredterd, Commission Agent. Feb 11 at 11. Off Rec, 31, Manor 
row 0 
BLtox, K, Egan, Alexandra rd, Kilburn, Tailor. Feb 11 at 2.3), 88, Carey st, 


BRIEANT, JANE, and WaLttER Lewis Brreant, Pitton, nor Salisbury, Builders. 
Feb i at &. Off Reo, Salisbury : 


Browns, JANE, Bra intree, Essex, Milliner, Feb 14 at 2.30. Horn Hotel, 
Methley ke, Tankeoper. Feb 11 at 11, Off Reo, Southgate 

chmb: istered A ireficid 
M, Wolstanton, Stafford, Grocer. Feb 11 at4. Of Reo, Newcastle 


Cowen, “Jou, jun, § Shareshill, nr Wolverhampton, Miller. Feb 12atil. Off 
gt od Peter’s close, Wolverham 


pton 
MPSON JAQUES, Tunbridge W: no Feb ii at12. Of 
me oon dg ells, no occupation. 


gg 
EDWARDS, Gaaneas Tiromas, Dev Builder. Febiiat 11. Frankfort 
Ww. as onport, 18, st, 


Grason, Bung. 5 : 
rt . Feb 11 at 12, Off Reo, 28, King 
Edward st, 


Grunvy, SaMvEL, Dean, Farmer, Febi5atil, 16, Wood st, Bolton 
cen tefl Sam evence ase Feb 15 at3. Off Reo, 35, Victoria 


Hore a Feb 14 at 12. 
Fam ey hare Toll gate Keeper. Feb isatii. Of 
; ‘Tonypandy, Glemorgen, Ballder. Feb i4at 12. Off Reo, 

HEwRy, 's terr, Eariefield, Wandeworth, Builder. Feb 15 at 3. 
Km, Vieni on 


Kxwour, Aiomer Tuaowas, Bristol, Baker. Feb t4at 8. Off Reo, Bank chbrs, 
Lamacnarr, WiritM, Dawlish, Grocer. Feb 15 at 11. Castle of Exeter, Exeter 


MacrENat teen Gen Fe Feb 11 at 12, Bankruptoy bldgs, Portugal 
drromErig Wincian, fan, f Livgngal en on nas aes Feb 15 at 2. 
Mooy, Chsnenen Gein eae . Feb 11 at 12. Off Reo, St James’s chbrs, 
Nannurt, Joux, Narberth, Pembroke, Grocer, Feb 11 at 11. Off Reo, 11, Quay 
GzorGE, Greetland, Yorks, Wheelwright. Feb 15 at 10.30. Off Rec, 

PaLME oo eee See Kent, out of business. Feb 15 at 3. 
pao Se i, Bank si Ashford: Kent Feb 12 at 11. Off Reo, 6, Rutland 


P. . » Licensed Victualler. Feb 14 at 12. Off 
eet m bids Begg 


Proxensoizi, W me Merchant. Feb 15 at 11.00. Off Reo, 
, Arena, ond Lazees, Pesan, Sbenguveaay, Mon, Grocers. Feb 
Paecne, Woaae Farmer. Feb 11 at 11.90. Off Rec, 8 


Middlesborough 
Ripa George, Rent Gaineteed, Grocer, Feb 11 at 12. Of Reo, 4, Pavilion 
scans NEwooxD, Homenste, Lincoln, Wheehwright. Feb 15 at 1%. Off Reo, 
SuEPTERD. Wirrsine, Goicheoter, Baker, Feb 12ab2.80. Townhall, Colchester 
pamssindbgmmemgpe 6 te Feb 14 at3. Off Rec, Salisbury 
Garvrsees, Chepetew, Mon, Bhightohets. Feb 


STevens, W. 
16 at 12.20. di0. Ot Bes is redagar pl Newnort, on er, Feb 12 at 


Twoxson, ete i oitatie Feb 18 
soninr eee Feb 16 at 12.90. 28, Friar 

Feb 16 at 12. Bankruptcy 
Tareas, Ate wrvetam, Ashden, Mastbeteh, 


TomLinson, HENRY, Leicester, Turf Commission Agent. Feb 14 at 
12.80. a terrae 

Tore, ee ee Garden, Butcher. Febii at 12. Bank- 

Taxviston | Gpxcan, Newpert, Men, Deapee, Feb 16 at 12, Off Reo, 12, Trede- 

wale Baers , Durham, Grocer. Feb 15 at 2% Off Reo, Pink lane, 

Waren, Towras Tene, Langieed, Reahey mem, Feb 11 at 11. 8, 8t Paul’s 
£q, 


DIV. INS. 
Attam, Luvt, Bradford, Couuinion baat ureitor’, Pet Jeni, Ord Jens 
Astaur, THomas, Lombard st, Timber Merchant. High Oourt. Pet July 21. Ord 
Bixee Beauray, Maines, Seton Newport, Mon. PetJan%. Ord Feb1 
BEARD, Guees Hume, Hey Swindon, Builder. Swindon. Pet Jan 25. Ord 
BuecRorr, Janes, Sheffield, Ironfounder. Sheffield. Pet Jan ai, Ord Jan 81 
Bumngano, B., , Victoria mansions, Westminster. High Court. Pet Nov 19. Ord 
BRIERLEY, Epwix, Nottingham, Grocer. Nottingham. Pet Dec8. Ord Jan 99 


const Miadlesborough. Et, Dealer, Stockton on Tees 
Cotetee Wisse 


. Hanley, Burslem, and Tun- 


Fet Jan ot. fi ert Pabicasien, Manchester. Pet Jan 31, Ord Jan 81 
Dickinson, Jonnw Mant, Sheffield, Engraver. Sheffield. Pet Feb1. Ord Feb? 


ees, eee an eee Greenwich. Pet Jan 2%. Ord Feb 2 
Dowgge, Tacusey uEs, Tunbridge Wells, no occupation. Northallerton. 

non eo CoS POD Ny or tuahsped Kingston, Surrey. Pet Jan 20. 
Epw. CuarLes THomas, Devonport, Builder, East Stonehouse. Pet Jan 


Eowanaoon Has, SE ee Pet Jan 22, Ord Feb? 


yaame Langley Mill, Derbyshire, Private Tutor. 
AU. 5 TS , Builder. Northampton. Pet Dec 


oni re a on the Hill, Warwickshire, Coal Salesman. 


Bolton. Pet Febi, Ord Feb 2 


es Ee 


ak, 1 Sega ay Keeper. Worcester. Pet 
Da ew Broad st, Naval Officer. High Court, Pet Nov 29. 





|= 





Huromixsox, Featherstone, ar Haltwhintie, Insheapar. Quitisle. Pet 
hill, Gloucestershire, Slaughterman. Bristol, 


Merchant. Febitatii. Bankruptey bags, 


(mee SSCS mecmen, maeahd bs ben Bi 
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Kxtont, AtpERt Tuomas, Bristol, Baker. Bristol. Pet Jan2, Ord Jani 
Lamacrarr, Wri114M, Dawlish. Grocer. Exeter. Pet Feb1. Ord Feb1 

Lea, hae — Coventry, Licensed Victualler. Coventry. Pet Jan 18, Ord 
MAnrtTrx, Piny Peswows, Manchester, Perambulator Maker. Manchester. Pet 


Jan 31. Ord Jan 
Moon, CHARLES Gavnes, Derby, Tailor. Derby. Pet Febi. Ord Feb1 


Moors. Abevertey Rams ROLAND, Nottingham, Printer. Nottingham. Pet 


Mone Mista, 3 Pane ee Widow. Newtown. Pet Jan15. Ord Feb2 


MURRAY, SAMUEL ALEXAND Barro F , , 
Barrow in Furness. Pet dan 19. Ord Jans -_ Draper. Ulverston and 
Myooox, JoszPn, Sheffield, Cutler. Sheffield. Pet Feb2. Ord Feb2 


NARBETT, Ord dan 3 Mexberth, Pembrokeshire, Grocer. Pembroke Dock. Pet Jan 


Newry. W Waris, Mitre ct bldgs, Mitre ct, Gent. High Court. Pet Dec 3. 
r Ruazanert Vincen, Wye, Kent, out of business. Canterbury. 
Bognor, Sussex, Licensed Victualler. Brighton. Pet 


, and Lypra Prircnarp, Abergavenny, Mon, Grocers. 
. PetJan 28. Ord Jan 31 . ig 


PRITCHARD, 
segs Syenes Durham, Farmer. Stockton on Tees and 
h. Pet Dec 30. Ord Feb 1 


SHINGLETON, ROBERT, U; reg st, = kf. 
Co. High Court. pees Nov 4, 99 riars, Manager of Shingleton Ice 
SP4n00, ARTHUR, Traro. Grocer. Trav Pet Jan 31. Ord Feb 2 


Orarnyoe, JONATHAN, Pee al Yorks, Stuff Finisher. Bradford. Pet Jan 15. 
Jan 31 
Faeyr ALAN, Weighton rd, no occupation. Croydon. Pet Jan 11. 
mage = ELLEN, Batley, Yorks, Smallware Dealer. Dewsbury. Pet Jan 25. Ord 
Atouer W. an Ashford, A; ul 
yen 4 Ora Feb shford, Agricultural Machinist, Canterbury. Pet 
, HENR %. Knighton, Leicester, Turf;Commission Agent, Leicester. 


Pet Jan 31. Ord Jan 31 


Panreeey, SamusL, Newport, Mon, Draper. Newport, Mon. Pet Feb?. Ord 


mane, Ttarnry Arruvr, Doncaster, Joiner. Sheffield. Pet Jan 31, Ord 

was Ord Fob 3 Zs O, Cadogan rd, Surbiton, Gent. Kingston, Surrey. Pet Dec 
HITEHOUSE, B etoi 4 

Frat mee wy Ringstes | mn + Hull, Licensed Victualler. Kingston 

Wee, @ Groraz Epwarp, et haweiens Leeds. Pet Jan 31. Ord 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


‘PARKER, Tapmas, Nottingham, Hair Dresser. Nottingham. Adjud Nov 4. 


Annul Jan 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Feb. 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Stockton on Tees, Butch ti 
rou. Pot ae ete 2 utcher. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 


Farnham, 
Fel 6. On Ord Feb 5 D. Grocer, Guildford and Godalming. Pet 
CHRISTOPHER ELLIS, Great Y 
eb 2. Ord Febs 8, armouth, Butcher. Great Yarméuth. Pet 
M114M Joun, Nunhead Grove, Surrey, Traveller. High Court. Pet 


ARD, WILLIAM 
Feb’ 5. Ord Feb 5 
Innkeeper, 
. Pet Feb 2. 2. Or nate F rab : r, Stockton on Tees and Middles- 


BowsHor, Derby, Plumber. Derby. Pet Jan 20. Ord Febs 
Brownine, JonN Ospory. Gow. Northa: ~ 
a . et ee is 3. Ord Feb 8 5 o mptonshire, Farmer. Peter 
AMES, an EORGE Brunt, N: + 
a aBot Reb 3. ee 3 NT, Newport, Grocers. Newport, Mon. 
ALTER HENRY, Birmingham, Clerk " 
A veh — 5 3 erk in Holy Orders. Birmingham 
BurRNanrp, Lee, Kent, Mariner. Greenwich. Pet Feb3. Ord Feb3 
CHANDLER, THOMAS, Brighton, out of business. Brighton. Pet Feb 5. Ord Feb 5 
creates, Ore 9). Sahn’ park, Blackheath, Lighterman, High Court. Pet 
Guoos, om, and Ricuarp Crook, Preston, Tailors, Preston. Pet Feb 4 Ord 
Dowacuz, Joun, Swansea, Solicitor. Swansea. Pet Jan 25. Ord Feb 4 
tee a Bradford, Furniture Dealer. Bradford. Pet Feb 3. Ord 
Forsrer, James, Hesham, Northumberland, B ‘f tle 
Pant, OF Ord Feb rland, Builder. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
Pe Wins, Weymouth, Lodging House Keeper. Dorchester. 
Guba feb, rt Feb 


BLAS, Ipswich, Builder. Ipswich. Pet Feb4. Ord Feb 4 


pone Many, and Writ1am Greson, Todm 
Barni Bet Feb 3 ~ Se orden, Yorks, Coal Merchants. 


, Cuantes, U pway, Dorsetshire, Grocer. Dorchester. Pet Feb 4. Ord 


Pana , Homey Joanrn, Brighton, Piumber. Brighton. Pet Feb5. Ord Feb 5 
EvizaBertu OAKLEY, 
va F ee Sedgley, Staffordshire, Grocer. Dudley. Pet 


CHARLES, Crawf it , 
Zaueg, Ons = oor iy Py: Marylebone, Music Hall Check Taker. High 
Lz Duc, Henry, Exeter, Pub! lisher. Exeter. Pet Feb2. Ord Feb4 


Lasuig, Cuaaras, Figin avenue, Maida vale, out of business. High Court. Pet 


ant Ord Bob Woodside avenue, South Norwood, Builder. Croydon. Pet Jan 
Maree, Haxunt, Miadle Raseny Lincolnshire, Farmer. Lincoln. Pet Jan 6. 
Magrpow. mom, Peapenicx Scuanrs SUTTON, Truro, Stationer. Truro. Pet Feb 4. 
ae teers Illogan, Cornwall, Grocer. Truro. Pet Feb3. Ord 
meer) <r ABRAHAM, Southsea, Fishmonger, Portsmouth. Pet Feb 4. 
pak re Lincolnshire, Boot Maker. Great Grimsby. Pet Feb 4. 
Osman, ‘AED, Royal Exchange bldngs, Clerk. High Court. Pet Feb4, Ord 
e+ Wri epg pasailis, , Monkton, Isle of Thanet, Gent. High 
Punxs, Hosmer Hier, Blackpool, Gent. Preston. Pet Feb 5. Ord Feb 5 





apes Aid, Mawet, Dutibleten 36, Coulbetwel, Gulaer: High Court. Pet 
Prost Mame, Wolverhampton, Milliner. Wolverhampton. Pet Feb 5. Ord 
e 


Pear, | <1 me Lowestoft, Suffolk, Boat Owner. Gt Yarmouth, Pet Feb 4, 
SEWELL, — Sunderland, Varnish Manufacturer. Sunderland. Pet Feb 3, 


Ord Feb 3 
SHEPPARD, Isaac JoHN, Watford, Baker. St Albans. Pet Feb2. Ord Feb? 
Suey, 6x H, Muscovy ct, Tower Hill, Drysalter. High Court, Pet Dec17, Ord 


exe ee Darlington, Joiner. Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough. 


Pet Feo 4 ¢ word ¥ gone 
Tom — a; Fruiterer. Stockton on Tees and Middies- 
Ne ‘Bot Fe Feb & ¢ Feb 4 


Veuse Tuomas J om, rd, Ohiswick, Ironmonger. Brentford. Pet 


Manchester, Spinner. Manchester. Pet Aug 7. Ord Feb 3 

a rage Bi : ss, Cradley, Hereford, Horticulturist. Worcester. Pet 
‘eb e 

White, Jonn, Cranfield, Beds, Carpenter. Bedford. Pet Feb4. Ord Feb 4 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ab my and pews Bowens, Nantwich, Coal Merchants. Feb 17 at 
y. 


Hotel, Crew: 
Bust, HENRY J AMES, and GEORGE Brunt, Newport, Mon, Grocers. Feb 16 at 
Off Ree, 12, Tredegar pl, Newport, Mon 
Coens, Wuu114M, Manchester, rp Jombeower. Feb 15 at 12, Off Rec, Ogden’s 
chbrs, Bridge st, Manches 
Cox, Cuaaiae TON, oy hill, Dulwich, Lieutenant. Feb 15 at 12. 
38, Carey st, Linco)n’s inn 
Davizs, WiLL1aM, Ruabon, Denbigh, Draper. Feb 23at12. Off Rec, Liverpool 
DENHAM, WILLIAM GRAHAM, Scott’s ter, Trafalgar rd, Old Kent rd, Umbrella 
i > pene Manufacturer. Feb 15 at 11. Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 


fields 
Diam, Davin, South st, Greenwich, Printer. Feb 17 at 3. 109, Victoria st, 


es ster 
DOUGLAS, (ae al acters Furniture Dealer. Feb 16 at 11. Off Rec, 31, Manor 
row, 
EBERSBERG, Count Henry Von LameuRs, Cannon st, Chemist, Feb 15 at 2.30, 
Bankru; bh Lincoln’s 
a the, OR Builder. Feb 17 at 2.80. Off Ree, 
Neweastle on Tyne 

GIBBONS, OLIVER rates, be rae Builder. Feb 18 at 12.45. Great Eastern 


iverpool st 
Gusae, hg Oxton, inghem. | Beerhouse Keeper. Feb 16 at 12. Oxf 
Ree, 1, +1 High pavement, — 
JOHN, and FREDERICK GEORGE HaMMERSLEY, Hanley, 
Stafford, Buiiders. Feb 17 at 4. Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 


Hanae, Guonan, Me qyiand. Pembroke, Builder. Feb 23 at 1%. Temperance 
Hall, Pembro 
Haneis, James, Foxmore st, Cambridge rd, Battersea, Builder. Feb 16 at 3. 
109, Vi ictoria st, Westmi 
pif RaymonnD, Birmingham, Cattle Dealer. Feb 16 at 11. Off Rec, Bir- 


ngham 
ee GEORGE, St Leonards, Furniture Dealer. Feb 15 at 12. Bankruptcy 
bi Lincoln’s inn 
ae OHN EXDRY, Abergavenny, Mon, Innkeeper. Feb 2iat3. Off Ree, 
and JAMES SAMUEL LOOSLEY, 


Y, SAMUEL, and Mare st, Hackney, Merchants. 
Feb 17 at 11. Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln’s inn 
Lz Duc, Hewey, Exeter, Publisher. Feb 18 atii. Castle of Exeter, Exeter 
Lone. st, Walworth, Oilman. Feb 16 at 230. Bankruptcy 


ALFRED, Trafalgar 
bldgs, Lincoln’s ian 
“ ‘y Francis, Manchester, Perambulator Manufacturer. Feb 15 at 
230. Off ‘Rec, Ogden’s chors, Bridge st, Manchester 

MavGHAN, JoHN NICHOLAS, Fourstones. eyenetant, Gent. March 9 at il. 


ce, Pink lane, Newcastle ou 
MEDD, JAMES, Sawdon, Yorks, Farmer. eb 15 at 11.30. Off Rec, 74, Newborough 


borough 
—. High st, Peckham, Draper. Feb 17 at 2.30. 33, Carey st, Lincoln s 


ALEXANDER, Barrow in Furness, Draper. Feb 23 atti. Off 
Rec, 2, Paxton terr, Barrow in Furness 
- in Furness, Grocer. Feb 23 at 10. Off Rec, 2, Paxton 
Barrow 


Furness 
Pouxs, Ronn? HARTLEY, Blackpool, Gent. Feb 16 at 3, Off Rec, Whitehall 
Pink Shae Colmore row, bam 
S HERBERT, Princeton st, Red Lion sq, Artist. Feb 16 at 2.30. 33, 


% ‘Lincoln’ ~ 
Perri, ALFRED, Percival st. Clerkenwell, Cowkeeper. Feb 16 at 11, Ban'- 
rw bldngs, Portugal st 
RicuEs, Joun Tuomas, Chester, Florist. Feb 24at3. Off Rec, Chester 


Ras. ew Henry, Cardiff, Outfitter. Feb 18 at 11. Off Rec, 3, Crock- 
ew = ABEL, Liandudno, Carnarvonshire, Builder. Feb 15 at 12. Off Ree, 
Row.zey, THomas, Crown ct, Cheapside, Liconaed fon elds Feb 17 at 12. 


ptey bldngs, Portugal st, 
SpanGo, ARTHUR, Truro, Grocer. Feb 15 at - "Om Ree , Boscawen st, Truro 
iN, ARCHIBALD Cook, Liverpool, Joiner. Feb 16 at 3. Off Rec, 35, Vic- 
toria ope i Liv 


Orig? Hzenry Watton, Hebden Bridge, 
ints, Bulllers, Fab ie at iL) White Hone Howl, Hobies Brage 


WAkzp, ‘ARD CUTHBERT, and EpwarD WiLt1AmM Wagp, Leamington, Tailors. 
aan 18 at 11,15. Off Hee, 11, Hertford at, Ooventry 
WEBB, righ phere Cradley, Herefordshire, Horticulturist. Feb 19 at 11. 
orcester 
Warrg, Anmive che C, Cadogan rd, Surbiton, Surrey, Gent. Feb 15 at 11. St 
3 e 
Waa a Fea Soares Feb 15 at 11.30. Off Rec, Ogden’s 


7 Bridge ot, Manche Carnarvonshire, Grocer, Feb 2 at 2. Queen's 
WiLL ae Farmer. Feb 25 at 2 Castl 
gh ol Ruthia ah: r ic é 
W. "al Colwyn Bay, Denbighshire, Grocer. Feb 23 at 11. Off 


Warn ay nya mes sorte Feb 16 at it. Off Rec 
pavem 
Tho eingsmsnto otc mlted or hat publhod inthe. 
London Gazette, Feb. 1. 
Lanapow, CuanrEes, Truro, Oarpenter. Feb 9 at 12, Off Rec, Boscawen, st, 
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Ayzz, Ri : i ADJUDIGARIONE ses and Midian: 


a 8. Ord Feb 3 
BAILEy, igh st, Kingsland, Oheesemonger. High Court. Pet Jan 29. 


Darlington, Innkeeper. Stockton on Tees and Mid iles- 
Pet Fobs. Ord Feb 4 
BIsHOP, ge ( GRoRGE, via terrace, Highbury, Builder. High Court. Pet 
an 4. ‘eb 
Bowsers, WILLIAM, and Epwarp Bowsrs, Nantwich, Coal Merchants. Nantwich 
and eg Pet Feb2. Ord Febé 
wae bees raintree, Essex, Milliner, Chelmsford. PetJan 31. Ord Feb4 
Hawsy Jamezs, and Gzores Brunt, Newport, Mon, Grocers. Newport, 
Vion Pet Feb S, Ord Fob 3 wig 
te. be Ora Fe x Birmingham, Clerk in Holy Orders. Birmingham. 
e 
CooMBE Bt John's pk, Blackheath, ‘Lighterman. High Court. Pet 
“eb 3. Ord Feb 


Davis, ee Reeen, Denbigh, Drapsr. Wrexham. Pet Jan 31. Ord 
e 

Dovessas, JosEPH, Bradford, Furniture Dealer, Bradford. Pet Feb 3. Ord 
Pome Tom, North Shields, Builder. Newcastle on Tyne. PetJan22 Ord 


CHRISTOPHER, Silkstone, Yorks, Fire Clay Goods Manufacturer. Barns- 
2 . PetJané. Ord Feb4 
ow OHnN, Birmingham, Butcher. Birmingham. Pet Feb2?. Ord Feb4 


anayee, Peomas Pownzz, Rotherham, Yorks, Tailor. Sheffield. Pet Jan 15. 
‘eb 
GROVES, nce, Radcliffe, Luncasbire, out of business, 1 Bolton. Pet Dec 23. 


4 

ARRIES, Gzones, Neyland, Pembroke, Builder, Dock. Pet Jan 26. 
Ord e 

Must, Gaonasz, Prittlewell, Essex, Innkeeper. Chelmsford. Pét Jan 25. Ord 


‘eb 4 

Howma, Jon Enpry, Abergavenny, Mon, Innkeeper. Tredegar. Pet Jan 3, 
'e 

mo Jances, M Market Harborough, Leicester, Builder.’ Leloester. Pet Dec 


Davin, __ 5 Se nr Brynamman, Glamorgan, Toll gate Keeper. 
eath. Pet Jan3i. Ord Feb 
lay, CHARLES, Met Fey 4.0 it. vishal Music Hall Check Taker. » High 
e rc 
Lastmy, Sas on wim £ . avenue, Maida vale, out of business. High Court. Pet 
(2) 
MaAcKENZIE, J. J., > st, Gent. High Court. Pet Nov27. Ord Feb5 


Mannon, Rasp DERICK Sceargrts Sutton, Truro, Stationer. Truro, Pet Feb 4. 
e 

Maray, Jostan THomaAs, Illogan, Cornwall, Grocer. Truro. Pet Feb3. Ord 
McLAgan, J rime Pesos, Loughborough pk, no occupation. High Court. Pet 


Feb Ord 
Menvp, Tantus, Sowden, Yorks, Farmer. Scarborough. PetJan 81. Ord Feb4 


momen, Senoee ABRAHAM, Southsea, Fishmoager. Portsmouth. Pet Feb 4. 
Moony, A. M. G. Gover st, Theatrical Business Manager. High Court. Pet 
coer ep. AXDERW, Clee, Lincolnshire, Boot Maker. Great Grimsby. Pet Feb 

_mewsaes Royal Exchange bldgs, Olerk. High Court. Pet Feb 4, Ord 


e 
PANNETT, JOSEPH DANIEL, Swansea, Hosier. Swansea. Pet Jansi, Ord Feb? 
apace pe Haxrzey, Blackpodl, Gent. Preston. Pet Feb&. Ord Feb5 


_ 7 antag ERREET, Princeton st, Red Lion sq, Artist. High Court. Pet 
Cc Ord 
POLARS, 2 Isaac, Tong st, nr Bradford, Mason. Bradford. Pet Jan 28. Ord 


Poarm. He Soame, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Boat Owner. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Feb 4. 


Rownseha, Fives Henry, Lisnelly, Carmarthen, Grocer. Oarmarthen. Pet 
Jan 20, Ord Feb? 














sexy Sminiek Yo hee ented, ASE 
=e ol toe. Sve oe See Petes 
ano wey, Somerset, Licensed Victualler. Bridgwater, 


x N “Pet den aC ees Stock- 
Tock, Jour i On Reb 

Ureugy, THOMAS Feb « 7% | Hebden Bridge, 
has sire roe” J ~~ 
Warr Joie Cranfield, Beds, PERS set Tg avn 


pete 
were ST ee ee High Court. Pet Ja 


SALES OF ENSUING 
Rep Ms, A a aes e preceen o e Go. Stock (see adver- 


ee Geet 2. & BovsrmaiD, st the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
Geeta Ft i ay pn Pr ue Lan 














BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 


BaRwes.—Jan 81, at 90, Kepdegie greet. W.. te wits of John Gorell 
Barnes, barrister-at-law, 


Bosaxaver.—Feb. 4 at 13, Grenville-place, South Kensington, the wife of F. A. 


DR a ee 
Sumgata.—Jan, 28 ot Locka re ow Malden. the wite of Charles Jerome, 
: ot 

Punta” Web, 6, the wile igh, the wile of John Parr” siiddie Temple, bacrister-at- 
Wor one Geb. 4, at Portland-road, Holland-park, the wife ot George Wallace, 


w, of a 


WHEELER. -— ct perone Kent, the wife of George Brash Wheeler, 
ota 


Waseda at Durham, the wife of A. Anstruther Wilkinson, bar- 
Tister-at-law 


deen pipe 


law, aged 
RAMSAY.—Jan. 1 oh Mostwent, 
a Legh ag nae ata By Lommnee of poCe Wiehe mn error Te Reeriator-at- 
iW, 





CONTENTS. .- 


one seers eee: ied hot. Be 27 earrorinienteees ss po 
eet 

















SOHWEITZER'S OOCOATINA EDE AND SON UJ TE - PETTCD 
Guaranteed Pure botbie Come of he Foew Goalty| ROBE waxens, NTEARABLE LETTER 


The peas ba a eee > bg oe now nS 
ectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Lunc or 
Reppert, and invaluable for Invalids and Children,” 
Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 
Being ——— 8 » Spice, or Ce he admix! - — 
a ates eps for years in all climates ‘uur 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED | ROBES FOR QuEEN’s 
with starch, &c., and IN BEALITY OmgarER than 6 


To Bs opt 


xtares. _ SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


mom instantaneo.sly witn . ‘iling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfas: Oup, costing less than a 
Cocoatiwa a La Vantii zis the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited, 
fn tins at Is, 64,, aS a ay &c., by Chemists and 


la Wiesel 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 


COPYING BOOKS. 


aes ee She aw ee 
1,000 Leaf Book, 5s. 64. ; 
OOUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 500 Leaf Book, Se. éd. 
TownOlerks, | THE BEST LETTER COPYING BOOK OUT. 











Charities on Special Fa ww the Sole Pro prietor, 
H. Souwzrrzzz & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.0 





ESTABLISHED 1872. 
NSTITUTION for BUYS of the UPPER 


CLASSES only in any Misfortune or neg 
Two Guineas on ad on aon be | 








— tor education, mainte: clothing. 
& phe CH4PLALy, St. "hicknsts, Ww 
Cray tin, French, Mathematics. 


O PARENTS and GUARDIANS.—A 
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| ONDON and COUNTY BANKING 
COMPANY (Limited), 
Es‘ablished in 1836, and registered in 1880 under “ The 
Companies Acte, 1862 to 1879.’" 
Capital, £8,000,0 000, in 100,000 Shares of £80 each. 


REPORT adopted at the Anrual General Meeting, the 3rd 
February, 1887, 
WILLIAM HENRY STONE, Esq., in the Chair. 


The Directors, in submitting to the Proprietors the 

for the Half-year ending 3lst December 

last, sare | to popes that, after paying interest to cus- 

ss pro provision for bad and 

lowing £37,096 17s. 1d. for rebate on 

amount to £215,870 18s. 8d. 

to £17,728 1s, 24., the balance brought 

last account, produces a total of 

£233,598 Sa hae 104, 

The Directors recommend the payment of a Dividend 

of 10 ono. ‘his cent. for the half-year, which will absorb 

This will leave a balance of £33,598 19s. 10d., 

ae ecg at ee > 2 bys aa ams I ew Account. 

present idend, to that to 30th June, 
makes 20 cent. for the year 1986. a 

At the Meeting of the aeners, held in August last, 

notice was given of the following Resolution to be pro- 

posed at the present Meeting: ‘‘ That asum not exceeding 

~ 000 be presented to the Members of the Staff by way 

us, to commemmorate the fiftieth year of the 

Bank's existence, and that it be left to the Directors to 

jen it amongst the staff in such manner as they may 


a Directors segring by rotation are Edward Ford 
Duncanson, William Anastasius Jones, Esq., and 
William Gair — — » who, being eligible, offer 
themselves for re-electi 
The Dividend, £2 or ‘hone, free of Income Tax, will 
be payable at the Head Office, or at any of the Branches, 
on or after Monday, 14th February. 
Batance Suzet oF THe Luwpon axp County Banxixc 
Company (Limirzp), 3ist Decewnen, 1886. 
Dr. 8. d, £ s. a 
To Capital 
£8,000,000 
To Reserve 
To Due by the Bank on 
Current Accoun's, on 
Deposit Accounts, with 
Ih terest acerued, Circular 
N BE.cccecsese Cieee 
To Liabilities on Accept- 
ances, covered by Cash 
«r Secur.ties or Bankers’ 


£2,000,000 0 
000 0 


0 
1,000, 0 


49,199,104 13 


8,022,324 10 


37,096 17 

To Profit ee Loss Balance 
brought from last Account 
To Net Profit for the Half- 
year, after making provi- 
sion for bad and doubtful 


tS cevcvesecrececeess 


17,728 1 2 


215,870 18 8 
—_— 233,598 19 10 


£35,422,125 0 5 


£ s. d, £ 


Cr. s. 4, 
By Cash at the Head Office 
and Branches, and with 
Bank of England ........ 
By Loans at Call and at 
Notice, covered by Securi- 
BOS cccccccesecesercoese 3,779,165 10 0 


a ee ‘ 
Consols registe an 
v. Certificates, New 3 per 

Cents., Reduced 3 per 


3,904,033 14 6 


7,683,197 4 6 


3, 
4 per Cent, Bonds guar- 
anteed by the British 


India 
way 
Debentures and Sbares 
= India 
ay mn gene fe to 


By Metropolitan 


Corporation 
English Railway Deden- 
ture Stock Cotontal 


ee eerreeetencere 


By other Securi 


. 4,434,174 6 2 


787,816 18 1 
22,732 11 5 
5,674,778 15 8 


eeeeee 


> Discounted Biils Cur- 
webscccseces-cocce 11,146, val 18 6 

By Avance to Customers 

at the Head Office and 
Branches coves 7,899,876 7 0 


et Customers 
eee = 3,022,324 10 3 


18,546,598 5 6 


Michalen: 
pry Bars 
the Branches, 


turesand Fittings........ 495,226 4 6 


£35,422,125 0 5 





Praorit anp Loss Account. 
Dr. £ a4. 
To Interest paid to Customers ...0.+0++s00 84,768 17 3 
To Salaries and all other Expenses at Head 
Office and Branches, including Income 
Tax on Profits and Salaries....... 
To Rebate on Bills not due, carried to * New 
Account 
To Dividend, 10 per cent. 
for the Half-year one 000 0 0 
33,598 19 10 


188,361 0 8 
37,096 17 1 


To Balance carried forward 
233,598 19 10 


£543,825 14 10 


Cr. 
By Balance brought forward from last ac- S «648, 
count 17,728 1 2 
By Gross Profit for the Half-year, after 
making provision. for bad and doubtful 
debts, and including rebate, £32,886 
14s. 5d., brought from 30th Junelast.... 526,097 13 8 
£548,825 14 lv 


Examined and audited by us, 
Audit 


(Signed) J. J. CATER, 
BE, H. LUSHINGTONR, Committee 
A. H. PHILLPOTTS, of Directors. 
W, McKEWAN, General Manager. 
JAS, GRAY, Chief Accountant. 
London and County Banking Company (Limited), 
18th January, 1887, 

We have examined the foregoing Balance-sheet, send 
Profit end Loss Account, have verified the Cash Balance at 
the Bank of England, the Stocks there registered, and the 
other investments of the Bank. We lave also examined the 
several Booke and Vouchers showing the Cash Balances, 
Bills, and other amounts set forth, the whole of which 
are correctly stated; and we are of opinion this Balance- 
sheet and Profit and Loss Account are full and fair, properly 
drawn up, and exhibit a true and correct view of the 
Company's «ffairs as sho yn by the books of the Company. 


(Signed) FINLAY ENIGHT, 
WILLIAM NORMAN, Auditors, 
RICHARD H, SWAINE, 
London and County Banking Company (Limited), 
19th January, 1887, 


ONDON and COUNTY BANKING 
4 COMPANY (Limited).—Notice is hereby given, that a 
DIVIDEND on the capital of the Company, at the rate of 10 
per cen’. for the half-year en December 31, 1886, will be 
PAY ABLE to the Preprietors, either at the Head Office, 21, 
Lombard-street, or at any of the Company’s branches, on 
or after Monday, the !4th inst.—By order of the Board, 
. McKEWAN, General Manager. 
21, Lcmbard-street, February 4, 1887. 








ESTABLISHED 1851. 


IRKBECEK BAN K.— 
Southampton-buil Chancery-lane. 

THREE per OENT. allowed on 
DEO oe repayable on demand. 

Two ENT. 1 TEREST on CURRENT 
ACCOUN py on the minimum monthly 
balances, when not drawn below £100. 

The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
Charge, the Custody of Deeds, Whltines, w and other 
Securities and Valuables ; the collection ‘of Bills or 
Exchange, Dividends, and Cou ons ; and the purchase 
and sale of Stocks, Shares, an Annuities. tters of 
Credit and Circular Notes 

The BIRKBECK ALMANAGK, with full particu- 
127s, post-free, on application. 


FRANCIS RAVENSOROFT, Manager. 
CAVENDISH COLLEGE, Cambridge. 





PRESIDENT : 
HIS GRACETHE DUKE <E OF DEVONSHIRE, E.G, 


The Object of this College is to enable Students at 
the earliest practicable and ut ge oe a moderate cost, 








° joke the University Arts, Law, or 
e e. 
Stalenis are admitted at 16, and a sot may be 
taken at 19. 
The College Charges for 
an Extra Term in os pope, (with all 
neceaasey. expenses of tui “y the B.A. Degree, 
are 
For er information apply to the WARDEN, 
Cavendish College, Cambridge. 
aes. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 
Finte, Ww. tche Chains, A LA Stones, 
atcnes, 
ae, we are a on Mondays, Woladaye, Thumance 
an days. 
hes eye of Solicitors, ayes Trustees, 
and others is particularly called to this ready means 
oe ng disposal of Property of deceased 
en 
ence of the 
esses J.D are enabled to inclu 
— es at short notice ( eames 
“Sales of Furniture held at private | 
Valuations for es 
lication to the City A 
793), 88 and 39, Gracech 
ewrs. J 





MILNER’S SAFES. 


MILNER’S Strong, Holdfast, & Fire Resist- | 

ing Safes & Banker’s Strong Rooms, ~ 
£ a 
48) 





MILNER’S DEED BOXES 
For Lawyers 
= 2 3 spevially fitted 
‘or Lawyers, 
with japanned boxes from 
MILNER’S SAFES ’ 
For Books and documents 
MILNER’S SAFES 
For Church Plate ... 
MILNER’S SAFES 
For Jewellery eee 
MILNER’S SAFES 
For Registrars, specially 


fi 
MILNER’S SAFES 
For Bankers... 


MILNER’S SAFES 
For Diamonds 


MILNER’S SAFE DEPOSITS ... 


. from 


8 16 | 
8 16 
19 63 


16 10 
rf 


16 0 | 
52 6 
6 4. 
ves 5,000 q 





ILLUSTRATED DRAWINGS AND ESTIMATES i 
BY 





28, Finsbury-pavement, E.C. ~ 

28, Market-street, Manchester. a 
MILNER’S, 8, Lord-street, Liverpool. : 

MILNER’S, Phoenix Safe Works, Liverpool, ~ 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, | 


GENERAL STATIONERS, 
L& 2, CHANCERY LANE LONDON E.C, 


Lat Copying and Gugrossing.. 
Deeds and Wetingvengrestes on co on 
with panotaality and dispatch, at the lowest scale of 
LAW PRINTING. ci 
STATEMENTS OF CLAIM AMD Serene iE, AFFI 


DAVITS, and other PLEADIN per tolled 
DEEDS, UONVEYANOES, MORTGAGES, & &o., Prine 


Discount allowed for for cash on naneed accounts, % 
LITHOGRAPHY. - 2 


ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS, PETITIONS, DRAFTS 
UrEs OF EVIDENCE, Lithographed a 


MILNER’S, 
MILNER’S, 








PLANS OF sucieiin SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD 
{NG SOCIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithographed 
with accuracy and dispatch. 


PARONMS ENT AND LEGAL PAPERS” 
and Catalogues sent post-free. 





BY AUTHORITY, 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1883; 
Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on . 





Tho BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for é 
"MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION ' 


with | Sacivcdn, Sta "Sivek 
peg Feo bm ieroctes, SRALS designed! 

v des: 4 
and executed. N No Oharge for Sketches, 


Solicitors’ Account | ora’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


(late ASH & FLINT), 
Stationers, Printers, BI one omc Registration Agents, — 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.c, (curner 
of Serjeante’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


LONDON GAZETTE ished by a 
LONDON _ and ONT RTIS ‘ 
OFFICE. —No, 7 COUNT ADV : 
Tye! GREEN, Advertisement Agent 

bege to ioe ee sitention of the Legal vara of ; 
ge in the special "of all Q 9 


&c., and solicits 
oe oe " hereby their 
strictest care and 


& 











